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MEMBERS AND IMPORTANCE ASSIGNED TO EDUCATIONAL PROBLEMS

Purpose. The purpose of the study was to determine whether
there were statistically significant relationships between selected
personal characteristics of school board members of the First
Development District of Tennessee and the relative importance those
board members assigned to selected problem areas in education. Inter
relationships were tested among ten dependent variables and thirteen
independent variables.

Methods and Procedures. The data were collected through the use
of a two-part instrument sent to eighty-eight board members of the First
District. Fart I collected data on personal characteristics of board
members; Part II identified the relative importance board members
assigned to the selected educational problem areas. The thirteen
personal characteristics were identified as: sex, age, race, level of
formal education, marital status, occupation, gross annual family income,
children enrolled in public elementary or secondary schools, political
preference, number of years as a resident of the school district, number
of years served as a school board member, and election or appointment to
the school board.
The ten selected problem areas in education were identified by
the superintendents of the fourteen school systems of the First
Development District. The ten topical areas were: collective bargaining,
school and community relations, teacher performance and evaluation,
reading and literacy, education for the world of work, educational
financing and equality of educational opportunities, accountability and
assessment, discipline and the constitutional rights of students, local
control of education, and individualisation of instruction. The
collected data were processed and analyzed for statistically significant
relationships at the .05 level of confidence using chi square testing.

Results of the Study. The following findings appeared to be
Justified by an analysis of the data;
1.
A relationship existed between the personal characteristic
of age of school board members and the rankings of the problem area of
Education for the World of Work.
iv

V
2. Relationships existed between the personal characteristic
of age of school board members and the rankings of the problem area of
Education for the World of Work.
3. Relationships existed between the personal characteristic
of number of years of residence in the school district and the rankings
of the problem areas of Collective Bargaining, Teacher Performance and
Evaluation, Education for the World of Work, and Individualization of
Instruction.
3.
A relationship existed between the fact that school board
members had children enrolled in the public elementary or secondary
schools and the rankings of the problem area of Education for the World
of Work.

Summary. As a result of the study, the investigator concluded
that, although significant statistical relationships were found between
certain personal characteristics of First Development District school
board members and the relative importance those board members assigned
to selected educational problem areas, the composite rankings of the
problem areas could not be predicted on the basis of the personal charac
teristics of the board members who ranked them.

Dissertation prepared under the guidance of Dr. William
Evernden, Dr. Gem Kate Greninger, Dr. Floyd Edwards, Dr, Howard Bowers,
and Dr. Gordon Ludolf.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

During the development of public education in the United States,
a unique characteristic appeared in relation to education in other
nations of the world.

This major difference in structure was the empha

sis placed upon local control of education.*1 Education in most nations
was controlled by the central government, but in the United States, the
control of public education was delegated by the states to local boards
of education.
The local school board is an indigenous American institution.

2

After its origin in New England, the concept of the local school board
spread westward.

Because people settled in remote and Isolated areas

of the country, a decentralized system of educational control was
necessary.^

According to Keith Goldhammer, local control of education

appealed to the early American people.

That appeal was described as

follows:
It appealed to them as consistent with their spirit of inde
pendence and desire to manage their own affairs apart from the
dictates of a central governmental authority. It also appealed

^■Daniel R. Davies and Fred W. Hosier, The Challenge of School
Board Membership (New York: Chartwell House, Inc., 1954), p. 7.
2Ibid.
3Keith Goldhammer, The School Board (New York:
Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1954), p. 2.
1

The Center for

to them as a rational answer to the complex problem of adminis
tering a diffused educational system in each of the immense
western states.^
During the first seven decades of the Twentieth Century, the
American people continued to express their faith in local control of
public education.

This faith was described by Calvin Grieder, Truman

Pierce, and William Rosenstenge1 in the following statement:
The tenacity with Which people hold on to the school board
as a governmental body and the fact that board membership is
composed of laymen--elected by popular vote as a rule--are
signs of the abiding faith Americans have in the ability of the
people to manage their schools and of their interest in doing it.
Although some states exercised more control over public educa
tion than did others, all but one created local boards to supervise
education at the local level.

The legal status of the local board was

summarized by Leonard Meece as follows:
The board of education is an arm of the state created by the
state, to perform a state function. Local boards of education
are bound by the laws of the state and the rules and regulations
of the state board of education.
Goldhamner wrote that the state had legal responsibility for the
schools, but that the state delegated most of the responsibility to the
local school boards.

Local board members were expected to be responsive

to state and local issues;

consequently, the people in each community

thought of school board members as their representatives.

7

4Ibid., p. 3.
5Calvin Grieder, Truman Pierce, and William Rosenstengel, Public
School Administration (New York: The Ronald Press Company* 1961), p. 106.
®Leonard £. Meece, A Manual for School Board Members (Lexington,
Kentucky; College of Education, University of Kentucky, 1957), p. 31,
^Goldhammer, op. cit., p. 5*

School board members In the early 1970's were confronted fre
quently with decisions concerning many educational problems.

Because

board members were lay citizens, they rarely had the time and oppor
tunity to study and to understand thoroughly the many problems confront
ing them.

Thus policy decisions were based on concepts derived from

factors such as attitudes, perceptions, interests, and values rather
than on data-baaed information and rational processes.

These factors,

in turn, were believed by many researchers to be related to the personal
characteristics of school board members.
During 1954, W. W. Charters reviewed the major studies related
to school board personnel and stated that the majority of the studies
had been surveys.

He wrote the following:

The overwhelming majority of research enterprises have been
surveys which simply describe the existing state of affairs at
a certain time and place. The remaining studies have fixed
their attention upon ascertaining the social characteristics of
competent board members, but these studies have been too few In
number, two weak in methodology, and too restricted in scope to
add significant conclusions to a fund of knowledge about school
board personnel.
Charters concluded, "The concentration of research upon the individual
board member apart from his social relationships leaves unstudied some
of the most critical issues in education and administration."9

He

suggested that certain issues were in critical need of further study.
These issues were related to the attitudes, interests, motivations, and
philosophies of school board personnel.^

®W. W. Charters, Jr., "Research oh-.School Board Personnel:
Critique and Prospectus Bibliography," Journal of Educational Research.
47:321-35, January, 1954.
9Ibld., p. 322.

10Ibid., p. 323.

During 1962, Alpheus White analyzed the significant research on
selected school board problems.

He reported that it was important

periodically to collect and analyze demographic data concerning school
board members.

White wrote that only through such activities would the

question, "Who serves on boards of education?" be answered.

Ihe Problem

Statement of the Problem
The purpose of the study was to determine whether there were
statistically significant relationships between selected personal charac
teristics of school board members of the First Development District of
Tennessee and the relative importance those board members assigned to
selected problem areas in education.

Sub-Problems of the Study
Sub-problems of the study were as follows:
Sub-problem 1.

Collection of data from school board
members regarding the personal char
acteristics of age, education, political
affiliation, length of tenure on the
board, occupation, income, children In
school, years of residence in the school
district, sex, race, religion, marital
status, and method of selection to the
board.

Sub-problem 2.

Collection of data from school board
members regarding their ranking of ten
problem areas in education which had
previously been identified by school
superintendents.

Alpheus L. White, Local School Boards: Organization and
Practices (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare, United States Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 17.

5
Sub-problem 3.

Analysis of the data to determine the
relationships between the selected
personal characteristics and the
rankings of the ten problem areas.

Scope and Limitations of the Study
The population surveyed included the eighty-eight board members
of the First Development District of Tennessee.

Only those board members

were included whose names were on file with the Tennessee School Boards
Association between September 1, 1977, and June 20, 1978.
were received from seventy-three school board members.

Responses

Consequently,

it would not be possible to generalize the findings to another period
of time or to school board members in other areas of Tennessee or to
other states,

The current educational problem areas under study were

limited to an Inventory of selected journals published during the five
year period from January 1971 through December 1976.

Thus, there was no

assurance that all possible educational problem areas were included in
the study.

Importance of the Study

The question of the relationship between characteristics and
attitudes of board members has been one of concern and discussion since
the publication of Counts' study some fifty years ago.

12

Many of the

questions posed by Counts still have not been adequately answered, thus
the necessity of investigating local boards has not lessened.

Increased

12
George S. Counts, The Social Composition of Boards of Education:.
A Study in the Social Control of Public Education (Chicago; University of
Chicago Press, 1927), p. 1.

interest in the composition of school boards and an interest in the
analysis of individual characteristics and activities of board members
served as partial justification for this

study; however,

the study was

important for a number of other reasons.
As of September 1, 1977, there were fourteen school boards in
the First Development District of Tennessee and according to the
Tennessee School Boards Association and the Tennessee State Department
of Education eighty-eight school board members were serving on the
fourteen boards of education.

Only a limited amount of demographic data

related to local board members was available.
about the composition of local boards or
of local board members.

Very little was known

of the personalcharacteristics

In addition, there was no record of what these

local board menbers considered to be the major problem areas in public
education.
The important role of local board members in the future of public
education in East Tennessee cannot be overemphasized.

Because board

members are Important In the development of policies, education in East
Tennessee depends on their perspectives and ultimately their decisions.
It appeared that answers were needed for a number of questions concern
ing school board members in the First Development District.

The need

for these answers prompted this study.
There appeared to be a number of potential ways the data
obtained might be used.

The data could be the basis for establishing

in-service training programs for board members.

Through the knowledge

of major problems perceived by school boards, superintendents, institu
tions of higher learning, and the Tennessee School Boards Association

7
could provide improved In-service education to assist local board
members in understanding and resolving the problems confronting them.
Increased knowledge of the personal characteristics of board
members and the relationships between those characteristics end the
relative importance board members assign to educational problem areas
will be of value to school administrators and other board members.

The

data obtained may be useful in establishing criteria for the selection
of new board members*

Criteria could be established to provide for the

appointment of board members from representative groups in the community
if the determination were made that such viewpoints were desirable.
The data may prove valuable to the public at large with regard
to the selection of board members who are publicly elected.

Likewise,

the data could prove valuable for city councils, boards of mayor and
aldermen, and county courts whenever they are responsible for the appoint
ment of board members who are interested in good schools.

Definitions of Terms

Three terms used in the study required special attention to
clarify the intended meanings.

The terms and definitions are as follows.

Problem Area
The term, problem area, as used in the study, refers to a cate
gory of similar or related problems any one of fthlch was a significant,
perplexing, and challenging situation, the resolution of which required
reflective thinking.^

^carter V, Good (ed.), Dictionary of Education (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959), p. 414.

Relative Importance
The term, relative Importance, as used In the study, refers to
the composite ranking of each of the selected problem areas by school
board members.

Selected Personal and Social Characteristics
The term, selected personal and social characteristics, as used
In the study, refers to each of the following thirteen chosen attributes:
sex, age, race, level of personal education, marital status, occupation,
gross annual family income, number of children currently enrolled In the
public elementary or secondary schools, political preference, number of
years as a resident of the school district, number of years as a member
of the school board, and election or appointment to the school board.

Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the study were as follows:
Hypothesis 1.

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of age
and the relative importance board members assigned
to the selected problem areas In education.

Hypothesis 2.

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of years
of formal education and the relative Importance
board members assigned to the selected problem
areas in education.

Hypothesis 3.

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of gross

annual family income and.the relative importance
board members assigned to the selected problem
areas in education.
Hypothesis 4

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of
occupation and the relative Importance board
members assigned to the selected problem areas
in education.

Hypothesis 5

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of hum- '
ber of years of residence in the school district
and the relative importance board menbers assigned
to the selected problem areas in education.

Hypothesis 6

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of number
of years served as a school board member and the
relative importance board members assigned to the
selected problem areas in education.

Hypothesis 7

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of
selection as a board member by election or
appointment and the relative importance board
members assigned to the selected problem areas
in education.

Hypothesis 8

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of having

10
children of their own enrolled in public elemen
tary or secondary schools and the relative impor
tance board members assigned to the selected
problem areas in education.
Hypothesis 9.

There was no statistically significant relation
ship between the personal characteristic of
political preference and the relative Importance
board members assigned to the selected problem
areas in education.

Methods and Procedures of the Study

A two-part instrument was used for collecting data for the study.
Based on the review of literature, questions concerning thirteen mutually
exclusive categories of data related to the personal characteristics of
school board members were selected for inclusion in Fart I of the instru
ment.

Those categories were as follows:

sex, race, age, marital statuB,

years of formal education, gross annual family income, occupation, number
of years of residence in the school district, number of years served as a
school board member, method of selection as a school board member, chil
dren enrolled in the public elementary or secondary schools, political
preference, and religious preference.
Part II of the instrument included ten selected educational
problem areas which the school board members were asked to rank in order
of priority.

The ten problem areas Included were selected by the four

teen school superintendents of the First Development District from a
list of thirty-three problem areas which were compiled from an inventory
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of articles in six educational Journals during the period from January,
1971 through December, 1976,
Copies of the Instrument for collecting data, along with appro
priate letters of explanation, were mailed to local school superinten
dents for distribution to school board members.

At the time of the

mailing, there were eighty-eight board members in the Pirat Development
District.

A total of seventy-three responses were received from school

board members.
The data were tabulated and described as originally presented in
the instrument prepared for data collection.

Hie data were then reduced

into broad categories in an attempt to eliminate empty cells In the chi
square contingency tables.

Finally, the data were partitioned into con

tingency tables and analyzed for statistically significant relationships
at the .05 level of confidence through the use of chi square testing.
The methods and procedures used to conduct the study are described in
detail in Chapter 3.

Organization of the Remainder of the Study

The remainder of the study is organized into four chapters.

In

Chapter 2, a review of selected literature concerning the personal
characteristics of school board members is presented.

Chapter 3

includes a description of the methods and procedures used to conduct
the study.

A presentation of the data and an analysis and interpreta

tion of the results are presented in Chapter A.
conclusions are presented in Chapter 5.

The summary and

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Several early writers who conmented on the personal character
istics of school board members were William E. Chancellor in Our Schools:
Their Administration and Supervision, published in 1905; Ellwood P.
Cubberly in Public School Administration, a 1916 publication; and G. C.
Struble in the October, 1922, School Board Journal.

These writers

observed that some school board members were more effective than others,
and they characterized the following categories of people as good
board members:

manufacturers, who were accustomed to working with groups

and with business interests; merchants, contractors, bankers, and men
Involved in other types of large business enterprises; physicians, if
successful in their practices; farmers; and college graduates successful
in their own affairs.

Types of people who made poor board members were

Inexperienced young men, unsuccessful men, retired elderly men, men in
subordinate business positions, ministers, politicians, saloonkeepers,
i

n

uneducated men, and w o m e n . *

q

Their conclusions were based, not upon research data, but upon
personal experiences and observations.

One of the first research studies

^William E. Chancellor, Our Schools; Their AdiMnistration and
Supervision (Boston: D. C. Heath and Company, 1905), pp. 11-12.
^Elwood P. Cubberly, Public School Administration (Cambridge,
Massachusetts; Houghton Mifflin Company, 1916), p. 125.
3
George C. Struble, "A Study of School Board Personnel,"
School Board Journal. 65:48-49, 137-38, October, 1922.
12
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on personal characteristics selected for this study was done by Scott
Nearing in 1917 and reported in School and Society in January, 1917.
From the survey of school superintendents of one hundred four cities,
Nearing concluded that the vast majority of school board members repre4
sented the business and professional interests in American communities.
With the publication of this study, the long-standing controversy over
whether there was an occupational and class bias in control of public
education began.
In 1918, the Teachers Union of New York City financed a study
of the composition of school boards, in which the school boards in the
major cities of the United States were surveyed.

Among the results of

this study was the conclusion that labor was inadequately represented
C
on boards of education in major cities.
In 1927, Charles E. Hoel asked Ohio superintendents to list the
characteristics which they valued most in board members.

He concluded

that the five desirable traits were open-mindedness, a good education,
an Interest in good schools, success in business, and willingness to
cooperate with the superintendent.
That same year, George S. Counts reported on a study of the com
position of school boards in relation to such factors as age, method of

^Scott Nearing, "Who's Who on Boards of Education," School and
Society, 5:89-90, Jantiary, 1917.
"Few Cities Have Labor on Boards of Education," The Headgear
Worker, IV (November 21, 1919), p. 3, quoted in George S. Counts, The
Social Composition of Boards of Education (Chicago: The University of
Chicago, 1927), pp. 7-9.
^Charles E. Hoel and C. C. McCracken, "Traits and Qualifications
of School Board Menfcers in Ohio," School Board Journal, December, 1927,
pp. 39-41.
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selection, sex, level of education, occupation, parental status, and
children In public school.

Based upon a survey of superintendents of

schools In five hundred thirty*two cities, Counts concluded that school
boards were composed for the most part of male college graduates cur
rently In favored positions in their communities.

As a result, Counts

maintained that society's dominant classes dominate the country's
*

boards of education.

In this he saw the classic problems for the growth

of society when particular groups dominate:

a dominant class, regardless

of which one is in control, is Inherently conservative.
the merits of the status quo and fears change.

It exaggerates

It represents the views

of the past rather than those of the future.
Counts' study, and those which preceded his, focused primarily
upon descriptions of the composition of school boards and the nature of
the board members.

Those which followed sought to Identify the relation

ships which existed between the board members' personal and social char
acteristics and their beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors which affected
their official actions as decision-makers for the schools.
In a 1932 study, Claude E. Arnett investigated the relationship
which existed between the social characteristics of school board members
and their attitudes.

He found that neither age nor sex significantly

influenced board members' beliefs^and that board members with an education
above the junior college level and those with high incomes and in the
professions were less conservative than members in other categories.

In

general, Arnett found that school board members held conservative

7
(Chicago:

George S. Counts, The Social Composition of Boards of Education
The University of Chicago, 1927), pp. 7-9, 81.
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attitudes toward economic, social, and educational issues and that the
beliefs of school board members were related to such variables as
Q
occupation, level of Income, and education.
Two studies which failed to produce conclusive data were
reported by Henry Martin Gunn in 1941 and Orlando H. English in 1942.
Gunn studied the voting records of school board members in Portland,
Oregon, between 1913 and 1941 and found that there was no particular
evidence which would indicate that the individual votes of board members
could be predicted by the personal factors of age, occupation, sex,
q
socio-economic status, and educational level.

English compared charac

teristics such as age, sex, occupation, and education level of
Pennsylvania county school board members with their attitudes toward
statements related to county educational planning.

English reported

that he saw some evidence that personal characteristics were related to
the attitudes of board members; however, he concluded that there was no
significant relationship between the personal characteristics of the
school board members and their attitudes toward county educational
planning. 1°
A third study, reported In 1942 by Roald F. Campbell, was a
report of the relationship between the socio-economic status of board

Q

Claude E. Arnett, Social Beliefs and Attitudes of American
School Board Members (Emporia, Kansas: Emporia Gazette Press, 1932),
pp. 5-20.
Henry Martin Gunn, "The Study of a School Board in a Western
City" (PhD dissertation, Stanford University, 1941), pp. 3-10.
Orlando h . English, "Nature and Attitudes Toward County Educa
tional Planning of County Boards of School Directors, in Pennsylvania"
(PhD dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 1942), pp. 3-10.
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members and their votes on school board decisions.

Campbell found

little evidence that socio-economic status of board members was related
to the competence of decision-making of members.**
Several descriptive studies which have been conducted since
Counts' survey include Hobert L. Russell's 1949 study of the status and
characteristics of Virginia school board members.

He found that most

Virginia school board members were men of about fifty years of age who
had higher incomes than the average Virginia citizen's.

12

In 1952

Robert H* Grown attempted to determine whether the composition of school
boards had changed since Counts' study in 1927 and found that the change
in the composition of school boards had been small.

Thus, he reported,

public education continued to be controlled by the dominant social and
economic classes.
In 1952, Richard E. Barnhart addressed a question that had pre
viously been touched upon by Struble in 1922:

the relationships between

personal and social characteristics and board members' effectiveness or
value of service to the schools.

Barnhart found that a significant

relationship existed between effectiveness of school board members and
their level of educational attainment, their professional status, their
length of service on the board, enrollment of their children in the

**Roald R. Campbell, "The Social Implications of School Board
Legislation" (EdD idissertation, Stanford University, 1942).
^Hobert l , Russell, Jr., "Status of School Boards in Virginia"
(Master's Thesis, University of Virginia, .1949), pp. 89-90.
^Robert H. Brown, "Composition of Boards of Education; A
Comparative Study" (PhD dissertation, Yale University, 1952), p. 33.
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public schools, and age.
An enlightening study which measured the relative effectiveness
of elected and appointed school board members was reported In 1953 by
Richard E. Whalen, who found that the percentage of board members exhib
iting effective behavior was significantly greater for appointed board
members than for elected board members; however, the high percentage
of elected board members exhibiting effective behavior ruled out the
possibility that appointment was the only method of selection for
producing effective board members.

Whalen did report that appointment

by the mayor or city council produced more effective board members than
did partisan elections.

Whalen's explanation of these findings wos that

a potentially effective board member often accepted an appointment,
but would not campaign for election to office.
The independent variable of exposure to orientation procedures
was reported in 1953 by Marion A. McGhehey.

Using Barnhart's criteria,

McGhehey interviewed selected board members and superintendents in
eleven mid-western states in an effort to determine whether a relation
ship existed between orientation procedures and the effectiveness of
school board members.

McGhehey found that board members who had been

exposed to an extensive orientation program were more effective than
were other school board members.^

^^Richard E, Barnhart, "The Critical Requirements for School
Board Membership" (ttiD dissertation, Indiana University, 1952), p. 34.
15

Richard E. Whalen, Jr., "Effectiveness of Elected and Appointed
Board Members" (EdD dissertation, Indiana University, 1953), pp. 2-3.
^^Marion A. McGhehey, "A Comparison of School Board Selection and
Orientation Procedures" (EdD dissertation, Indiana University, 1953),
pp. 6 - 7 .
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In 1953, Neal Grose reported a study In his book, Who Runs Our
Schools, In which he examined the relationships between Massachusetts
school board members1 scores on an educational progressivisra scale and
the personal characteristics o£ age, sex, religion, education, and
income.

Gross' findings indicated that, of these characteristics, the

progressivism of school board members was related to their level of
income and their years of formal education.

17

A similar study on the influence of board members' economic and
social backgrounds on their liberalism-conservatism was reported in 1955
by Hal Case Teal, who concluded that factors in school board members'
backgrounds that seemed to have influence upon their attitudes toward
educational problems included education level, occupational status,
income level, enrollment of children in the public schools, and
18
age.
A later attempt to ascertain the relationships of school board
members' backgrounds to their liberal or conservative tendencies was
reported by Richard L. Strayer in 1966.

Strayer found that most school

board members were well-educated white Protestants.

He reported the

following findings regarding the liberalism-conservatism of school board
members:

board members who were unskilled laborers were most often

categorized as liberal, and, of all the professional groups, college
professors were most likely to consider themselves to be liberals in

l^Neal Gross, Who Runs Our Schools (New York:
Sons, Incorporated, 1958), p. 160.

John Wiley and

18Hal Case Teal, "Attitudes of Selected School Board Members
Concerning Problems Facing Public Education" (PhD dissertation,
University of Pittsburgh, 1956), p. 13.
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educational philosophy.

19

Two studies reported In 1956 sought to determine the relation
ship between the socio-economic backgrounds of school board members In
Illinois and Virginia and their attitudes toward selected Issues in
education.

In these studies, Roy W. Gaughran and Harold E. Eaton found

no clearly defined relationship between the board members' personal
characteristics, such as age, sex, occupation, marital status, and
church preference, and their educational attitudes.

20

*

21

In 1958, Frank R. Albert sought to provide a descriptive anal
ysis of public school boards and to determine what relationships existed
between board members' personal characteristics and their attitudes
toward selected criticisms of public education.

Albert found no

relationships between board members' agreement with criticism of public
education and the socio-economic variables of occupation, income, and
education.

Board members most likely to agree with negative criticism

of the public schools were male board members, those of either sex in
the middle Atlantic and southeastern states, and board members above
sixty years of age.

22

^Richard L. Strayer, "An Analysis of the Factors Resulting in
the Social Composition of Public Boards of Education in Selected School
Districts" (EdD dissertation, Temple University, 1966), pp. 197-210.
20

Roy W. Caughran, "A Study of the Socio-Economic Backgrounds
and the Attitudes of Illinois Public School Board Members" (PhD disser
tation, Northwestern University, 1956)^ pp. 136-137.
21Harold E. Eaton, "The Social Composition and Attitudes Toward
Educational Planning of County Boards of Education in West Virginia"
(PhD dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 1956), p. 119.
^ F r a n k R. Albert, "Selected Characteristics of School Board
Members and Their Attitudes Toward Certain Criticisms of Public Education"
(EdD dissertation, University of Mississippi, 1959), pp. 2-4.
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A second study of the relationships between personal and social
characteristics of school board members and their attitudes toward
criticisms of education was reported by James S. Robinson in 1966.

In

general, Robinson found that the attitudes of Iowa school board members
toward criticisms of public education differed according to their age,
education, school size, income, and occupation.

Specifically, Robinson

reported that board members between forty and forty-nine years of age
were less critical of policy making than were board members in other age
categories; that, as the education level of board members increased,
their negative criticism of school costs decreased; that, as annual
income of board members increased, their negative criticism of school
costs decreased; and that length of service on the board did not
influence the attitudes of board members concerning criticism of public
education.

23

An extensive study of the relationships between selected personal
and social characteristics and the general values, educational values,
and curriculum beliefs of school board members was reported by Sidney
W. Tledt in 1962.

Tiedt interviewed school board members in Oregon.

He used various attitudinal scales to determine their values and ana
lyzed this data in relation to their age, education, occupation, length
of service on the board, income, marital status, sex, number of children
in the public schools, religion, political affiliation, participation in
community organizations, and length of residence in the community.

To

23
• James Leland Robinson, "Attitudes of Iowa School Board Members
Toward Selected Criticisms of Public School Education" (PhD dissertation,
Iowa State University of Science and Technology, 1966), pp. 3-6.
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determine school board members' general values, Tiedt administered the
Authoritarian Scale, the Morality Scale, the Contcmptuousness Scale,
and the Liberal-Conservative Scale.

To determine their educational

values, he used the Censure Scale, the Enlightenment Scale, and the
2A

Traditional Scale, which he had constructed himself.

Generally, Tiedt

found that there were relationships between the personal and social
characteristics of board members and their general values and between
their personal and social characteristics and their educational views.

25

Certain of his specific findings regarding the respective scales
are

of interest.

Tiedt found no relationship between a board member's

age or years on the board and his rank on the Authoritarian Scale.

26

Board members who ranked high on the Morality Scale had either post
graduate degrees or high school diplomas only.

Those who ranked high

on the Contemptuousness Scale tended to have completed post-graduate
courses beyond the bachelor's degree, to have served more than five
years on the board, and to be from the white collar occupational
group. 27
Tiedt also reported that board members over fifty years of age
tended to be on the conservative end of the Conservative Scale and that
the largest proportion of board members who ranked conservative on the
t

^Sidney W. Tiedt, "Oregon School Board Members in the Willamette
Valley;* Selected Demographic Data, General and Educational Values,
Curriculum Beliefs, and Interrelationships Among These Data" (EdD
dissertation, University of Oregon, 1962), pp. 3, 42-57. .
2^Ibid., pp. 92-97.
26Ibid.
27Ibid., pp. 100-107.
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scale were those who had college degrees; that 54 percent of those who
had post-graduate degrees were liberal; and that board members who
ranked conservative on the scale tended to be Republicans.

28

On the

Traditional Scale, Tiedt found no relationship between the educational
values of board members and the personal-social variables of age, length
of service on the board, and occupational groupings, but he did find a
relationship between education level and rank on that scale:

84 percent

of the board members with post-graduate degrees ranked high on the scale,
while 53 percent of those with high school diplomas only and 55 percent
of those with college degrees ranked high.29

Tiedt found no relation

ship between board members1 views on the ideal curriculum and their age,
occupation, or length of service on the board.
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Independent studies conducted in 1962 by Billy Lee Conley and
Billy Jack Paschal investigated whether selected personal and social
characteristics influenced board members' attitudes toward specific
educational Issues.

Conley found that the only factor which consis

tently; affected the attitudes and beliefs of school board members was
participation in in-service or orientation programs and that board
members with a private or parochial school background more often favored
higher standards and enrichment offerings than board members with public
school backgrounds.

31

Paschal found some indication that age was

related to the opinions of school board members in regard to federal aid

28Ibid., pp. 107-112.

29Ibid., pp. 119-123.

3°Ibid., p. 134.

^ B i l l y Lee Conley, "A Study of Boards of Education in the
Southern Region11 (EdD dissertation, George Peabody College for Teachers,
1962), pp. 2-10, 208.
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for salaries and building construction, equal education opportunities,
sex education, high school athletics, political parties, appointing the
state superintendent, and short term loans.

32

A 1966 study, done by Raymond 0. Larson, sought to determine
whether a relationship existed between the values and belief systems
of school board members In twelve Wisconsin school districts and the
satisfaction they derived from their school board role.
survey Instruments were used.

Several

Larson concluded that satisfaction with

the school board role was not significantly related to the values
by school board members and that those board members who earned rela
tively high incomes were judged by their colleagues to be more effec
tive in the school board role than those who earned relatively low
■33
incomes.
Several studies in the late 1960's and early 1970's investigated
the relationship between board members' personal characteristics and
their attitudes toward issues or problems.

In 1966, Wayne DeBeer con

ducted further research on the relationships between board members'
personal and social characteristics and their attitudes toward selected
issues.

DeBeer surveyed school board members in St. Louis County and

St. Charles City, Missouri compiling data concerning age, education,
length of service on the board, income and occupation and soliciting

^^Billy Jack Paschal, "Opinions of Members of Boards of Education
in Alabama on Certain Selected Issues During 1961" (PhD dissertation,
the Graduate School, University of Alabama, 1962), p. 86.
^Raymond 0. Larson, "School Board Members' Values, Belief
Systems, and Satisfaction with the School Board Role" (PhD dissertation,
University of Wisconsin, 1966).
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responses to certain Issues.
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DeBeer found that level of education was

the personal characteristic which was related most often to differences
among attitudes of board members.

35

John H* Mans conducted a study in 1967 in which he investigated
the relationships between the personal characteristics of eighty-eight
board members in twelve Wisconsin school districts and their reactions
to issues which required board action.

36

Mans concluded that board

members with.incomes above $20,000.00 perceived issues to be of less
concern than did board members with incomes below $20,000.00.

He found

no relationship between the age or length of service of board members
and their reactions to issues.

He did, however, report that board

members with children in the public schools of their districts were less
satisfied with board actions than were board members without children
in the public schools.

37

In a somewhat similar study in 1968, Robert C. Stabile conducted
a study in which he sought to determine the relationship between
selected personal and social characteristics of Ohio school board members
and their attitudes toward problems in public education.

The personal

characteristics selected for study were sex, occupation, age, political
preference, race, religious preference, major source of income, years of

^^Wayne DeBeer, "Certain Characteristics and Attitudes of School
Board Members in Suburbia" (PhD dissertation, St. Louis University,
1966), p. 44.
35Ibid., pp. 112-127.
3®John H. Manz, "Personal Characteristics of School Board Members
and Their Reactions to Issues Confronting the Board" (PhD dissertation,
University of Wisconsin, 1967), pp. 35-42.
37Ibid., pp. 133-136.
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formal education, gross income, degree of political activity, and
liberalism-conservatism toward political, social, and educational
qo

matters.

Stabile found that such characteristics as years of formal

education, gross income, occupation, political party, and major source
of income were related to the attitudes of board members.

However, the

most important factor in determining board members' attitudes toward
problems in public education was their liberalism-conservatism on
political, social, and educational matters.

39

Further, Stabile maintained that the data collected indicated
that there were certain school board member "types," and that the major
"type" of board member was male, Protestant, Caucasian, and Republican
with some college training and a high Income level.

Stabile subscribed

to the theory that the similarity in the personal and social charac
teristics of school board members was a major reason why their attitudes
were so similar*

He questioned the ability of the fairly homogeneous

upper middle class members of board of education to represent their
electors.

Stabile noted that there was little difficulty with this

issue in the suburbs, where the population was fairly homogeneous.
However, in the cities and rural areas, he maintained that the average
school board member was quite different from the average citizen and,
thus, did not represent the views of the general populations of those
areas.
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qo

Robert Guy Stabile, "Relationships Between Personal Character
istics of Ohio City, Suburban, and Rural School Board Members and Their
Attitudes Concerning Current Problems of Public Education Ranked as Most
Important by Ohio School Superintendents" (RiD dissertation, Kent State
University, 1968), pp. 7-8.
39Ibid., pp. 66, 135.

40lbid., pp. 140-141
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In 1970, Kenneth M. Topham surveyed Utah school board members to
determine whether their attitudes toward major educational Issues were
influenced by the seven Independent variables of size of conumnlty, sex,
children In the public schools, occupation, age, education, and length of
service on the board.

The major Issues Investigated were federal aid,

finance, educational associations, board-superlntendent relations, local
control, district size, student unrest, teacher negotiations, minority
groups, decision making, sex education, and drug abuse

.^

Topham found

that certain variables significantly affected the attitudes of board
members toward some Issues but that the same variables did not appear to
influence the board members' attitudes toward other Issues.

42

A descriptive study of New Jersey school boards which also under
took to determine the relationships between social characteristics of the
board members and their attitudes toward major problems in education was
conducted by Hark W. Hurwitz In 1971.

The social characteristics

selected were geographic location, population density, pupil enrollment,
grade organization of the school district, and the method of selection of
school board'members.

Hurwitz's questionnaire was completed by two

thousand six hundred eighty-one New Jersey school board members.
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From the data thus collected, Hurwitz determined that 85 percent
of New Jersey's school board members were male; that 76 percent of the

^Kenneth M. Topham, "The Attitudes of Utah School Board Members
Toward Selected Educational Problems" (EdD dissertation, University of
Utah, 1970), pp. 1-3.
42Ibid., pp. 128-132.
43
Mark W. Hurwitz, "The Personal Characteristics and Attitudes
of New Jersey School Board Members" (EdD dissertation, Temple University,
1971), p. 4.
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board members belonged in the white collar occupational group; that the
mean age of board members was forty-five years; that the Republican
Party was the most common party affiliation of board members; that 95
percent were Caucasians and 56 percent were Protestant; that 96 percent
were married; that 61 percent had at least four years of college; that
the mean Income of the board members was $19,000.00; that 86 percent who
had children sent them to the public schools in their districts; and that
the areas of greatest concern to Hew Jersey school board members were
curriculum, negotiations, and finance.

Their questionnaire responses

indicated that the board members with the highest education and income
levels had the most liberal attitudes and that those serving large
school districts were more liberal, better educated, more affluent, and
better Informed on current educational problems than board members from
districts with small pupil enrollments.^

Summary

Early research relative to local boards of education focused
primarily on the occupations of board members, with some attention
directed toward age, sex, and years of board service.

Counts, whose

research in this early period is probably best-known, claimed that
board members were most representative of the business and profes
sional classes and represented the interests of those classes while
performing their duties as board members.

^Ibid., p. 398.
^Counts, op. cit., pp. 91-92.
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Following Che study by Counts, the list of personal character
istics for investigation was expanded by researchers.
most frequently studied were:

Characteristics

age, sex, marital status, religion,

formal education, children in school, political party,

annual income,

occupation, and length of board service.
Evidence concerning Individual board member characteristics Is
fairly clear as data on these factors are comparatively easy to collect
and analyze.

Findings concerning the relationships between selected

variables and personal characteristics are most vague and inconsistent.
The findings of some studies are inconsistent with the findings of other
studies.

All researchers who investigated the ages and incomes of board

members agreed that these two factors do show relationships to attitudes
and beliefs.

The evidence concerning relationships between the other

identified characteristics and specific issues faced as a board member
is conflicting.

Chapter 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the methods and
procedures used to conduct the study.
three sections.

The chapter is divided into

Section one provides a description of the development

of the data collection instrument.

Section two provides a description

of the procedures used to distribute and collect the instrument.
Section three provides a description of the methods used to analyze
the data.

Development of the Data Collection Instrument

The data for the study were collected by using a two part instru
ment for collecting the data (see Appendix A).

Part I included the

questions related to the personal characteristics of each school board
member.

The questions concerning the personal characteristics Included

in Part I were selected after reviewing the studies related to the
personal characteristics of school board members,

A major purpose of

the review was to determine what was known concerning the personal
characteristics of board members and to determine the personal charac
teristics to include in the data collection instrument.
Based on the review of the literature, thirteen mutually exclu
sive categories of data concerning the personal characteristics of bqard
members were selected for Inclusion in the instrument.
were as follows:

Those categories

sex, age, race, level of formal education, marital
29
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status, occupation, gross annual family income, children enrolled in the
public elementary or secondary schools, political preference, religious
preference, number of years as a resident of the school district,
number of years served as a school board member, and election or
appointment to the school board.
the following reasons:

Ten characteristics were selected for

(1) they were studied most frequently by previous

researchers; and (2) there was some evidence to indicate that each might
be related to the attitudes, values, beliefs, or behaviors of school
board members.

The personal characteristics of race, number of years

as a resident of the school district, and election or appointment to
the school board, were added to the study since they were seldom studied
by other researchers.
Part II of the instrument included ten selected problem areas
which the school board members were asked to

rank in order of priority.

The problem areas included in the instrument

were selected on the basis

of an inventory of six educational journals.

These journals were:

American School Board Journal. Phi Delta Kappan. National Association
of Secondary School Principals Bulletin. Educational Leadership.
American Education, and Today's Education.

The aforementioned journals

were selected because of their large national circulations among school
board members and school administrators.
The current problem areas were identified on the basis of an
analysis of the content of the articles and editorials published in the
selected journals during the period from January 1971 through December
1976.

A list of the major problem areas cited at least ten times in one

or more of the selected Journals was compiled for submission to a four*
teen member panel of educators.

All articles listed in the table of
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contents of each publication except those related to routine management
functions were included on the list.

A frequency chart was established

and the articles were categorized by topics into related problem areas.
Thirty-three problem areas were identified.

The list of major problem

areas and the topics included in each may be found in Appendix B.
Once the list of problem areas had been compiled, the panel of
educators was asked to select the ten problem areas which they con
sidered to be the most important for school board menfrers in East
Tennessee,

The panel was composed of the fourteen-school superinten

dents in the First Tennessee Development District.
A letter was sent to the panel members requesting them to review
the list of problem areas identified in the educational journals, and
add to the list, if necessary.

Following those Instructions, the super

intendents were requested to select the ten problem areas which they
considered most important.

No prioritization was requested.

A frequency chart was established and the ten problem areas of
highest selection were assigned randomly to Fart II of the instrument
for data collection.

The ten problem areas selected for inclusion in

Fart II of the instrument were as follows:

collective bargaining,

school and community relations, teacher performance and evaluation,
reading and literacy, education for the world of work, educational
financing and quality of educational opportunities, accountability and
assessment, discipline and the constitutional rights of students, local
control of education, and Individualization of instruction.

A summary

of the selections by panel members and a copy of the letter requesting
the selection of problem areas by superintendents may be found in
Appendix C.
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Distribution of the Instrument and Data Collection

Copies of the data collection instrument were mailed to the local
school superintendents for distribution to school board members.

The

following Information was Included with each packet of materials; (1) a
personal cover letter from Dr. Hal Henard, past chairman of the First
District Tennessee School Boards Association and current member of the
Tennessee State Board of Education, addressed to school board members
explaining the research and requesting their assistance (Appendix D);
and (2) a cover letter from the researcher to each board member reques
ting completion of the data collection Instrument, giving directions for
completion and instructions for return of the materials (Appendix E).
The local school superintendents were asked to distribute the materials
at the next regular school board meeting.
Each local school system was assigned a code number.

The mater

ials for each school system were numbered with the code prior to mailing.
A master list of each school system was maintained, and as the question
naires were returned, a check was indicated next to the name of each
school system.

This procedure provided an easy reference to determine

which school boards were or were not responding to the request for
information.
The materials were mailed to local superintendents on January 6,
1978.

By March 31, 1978, seventy-one responses had been received.

A

procedure for soliciting responses from those board members who had not
responded was begun on April 1, 1978.

Personal contact was made with

superintendents of those school systems whose board members had not yet
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responded.

Following Che second request, an additional two returns were

received by May 13, 1978.

Methods of Analysis

The study was a cross-section survey which Included thirteen
independent demographic variables and ten selected dependent educational
problem areas.

The data were processed as described In the following

sections.

Descriptive Data
The data were keypunched on computer cards.
questionnaire items were tabulated in detail.

All responses to

A computer print-out sheet

included a matrix of the descriptive data and the percentage distribu
tions in each category.

The descriptive data and the percentage distri

butions in each category are presented in the first thirteen tables of
Chapter 4.

Tables 14, 15 and 16 include summaries of the relative

rankings of the selected problem areas as ranked by seventy-three school
board members.
The description of the personal characteristics of school board
members as presented in the first thirteen tables of Chapter 4 was based
on the responses from seventy-three school board members.

Data Reduction...
A matrix of the raw data was examined in contingency tables
during the initial phase.

During the second phase, the data were

consolidated into appropriate categories in an effort to eliminate empty
cells in the chi square contingency tables.

Data for the following

personal characteristics were consolidated;

race, age, marital status,'

years o£ formal education, gross annual family income, occupation,
number of years of residence in the school district, number of years
served as a board member, children enrolled in the public elementary or
secondary schools, political preference, and religious preference.

The

personal characteristics of sex and method of selection as a board
member remained in the categories as originally presented in the
questionnaire.
Data for the eleven personal characteristics that were consoli
dated, were reduced into categories as follows;
from four to two categories:

white and black;

from five categories to three:
years;

(1) race was reduced
(2) age was reduced

21-40 years, 41-50 years, and 51 or more

(3) marital status was reduced from four categories to two:

married and non-married;

(4) years of formal education were reduced

from seven categories to three:

high school graduate or less, up to four

years of college, and more than four years of college;
family income was reduced from seven categories to four:
$15,001-$25,000, $25,001-$35,000, and $35,001 or more;

(5) gross annual
$5,000-$15,000,
(6) occupation

was reduced from thirty-six categories as individually identified to
five broad categories:
and sales, and other;

professional, managerial, farming, business
(7) number of years of residence in the school

district was reduced from five categories to three:
11-20 years, and more than 20 years;

fewer than 10 years,

(8) number of years served as a

school board member was reduced from fifteen categories to three:
years, 6-14 years, and 15-30 years;

1-5

(9) children enrolled in the public

elementary or secondary schools was reduced from four categories to two:
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children enrolled in public schools and no children enrolled in public
schools;
three:

(10) political preference was reduced from five categories to
Democrat, Republican, and Independent remained as presented in

the questionnaire;

and (11) religious preference was reduced from five

categories to two:

Protestant and non-Protestant,

In addition to the reduction of categories for the personal
characteristics, the rankings of the selected problem areas were reduced
to three categories of high, medium, and low importance.
one through three was high.

A ranking of

A medium ranking was four through seven,

and a low ranking was eight through ten.
For the purpose of analyzing the data, the rankings were reduced
to two categories of high and low importance.

Major Hypotheses and Operational Definitions

Following the reduction of the data, hypotheses were stated and
operational definitions were established.

The major hypotheses and the

operational definitions are included in the following subdivisions.

With respect to the personal characteristic of age, the follow
ing major hypothesis was tested:

There was no statistically significant

relationship between the personal characteristic of age and the relative
Importance board members assigned to the selected problem areas in
education.

Age was defined operationally as:

(2) 41-50 years; and (3) 51 or more years.

(1) 21-40 years;

Relative importance was

defined operationally as high or low ranking as discussed in the
previous section of this chapter entitled, "Data Reduction."

Years of Formal Education
With respect to the personal characteristic of years of foxmal
education, the following major hypothesis was tested:

There was no

statistically significant relationship between the personal character
istic of years of formal education and the relative importance board
members assigned to the selected problem areas in education.

Level of

formal education was defined operationally as: (1) high school graduate
or less;

(2) up to four years of college; (3) more than four years of

college.

Relative importance was defined operationally as high or low

ranking as discussed in the previous section of this chapter entitled
"Data Reduction."

Gross Annual Family Income
With respect to the personal characteristic of gross annual
family income, the following major hypothesis was tested:

There was no

statistically significant relationship between the personal character
istic of gross annual family income and the relative importance board
members assigned to the selected problem areas in education.
annual family income was defined operationally as follows:
$15,000;

(2) $15,001-$25,000;

and over.

Gross
(1) under

(3) $25,001-$35,000; and (4) $35,001

Relative importance was defined operationally as high or low

ranking as discussed in the previous section of this chapter entitled
"Data Reduction.'*

Occupation
With respect to the personal characteristic of occupation, the
following major hypothesis was tested:

There was no statistically
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significant relationship between the personal characteristic of occu
pation and the relative Importance board members assigned to the
selected problem areas in education.
ally as:

(1) professional;

and sales; and (5) other.

Occupation was defined operation

(2) managerial;

(3) farming;

(4) business

Relative importance was defined operation

ally as high or low ranking as discussed in the previous section of
this chapter entitled "Data Reduction."

Number of Years of Residence in School District
With respect to the personal characteristic of number of years
of residence in the school district, the following major hypothesis was
tested:

There was no statistically significant relationship between the

personal characteristic of number of years of residence in the school
district and the relative Importance board members assigned to the
selected problem areas in education.

Number of years of residence in

the school district was defined operationally as follows:
than 10 years;

(1) fewer

(2) 11-20 years; and (3) more than 20 years.

Relative

importance was defined operationally as high or low importance as
discussed in the previous section of this chapter entitled "Data
Reduction."

Number of years Served as a School Board Member
With respect to the personal characteristic of number of years
served as a school board member, the following major hypothesis was
tested:

There was no statistically significant relationship between the

personal characteristic of number of years served as a school board
menber and the relative importance board members assigned to the selected
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problem areas in education.

Number of years served as a school board

member was defined operationally as follows:
11-20 years; and (3) more than 20 years.

(1) 0-10 years;

(2)

Relative importance was

defined operationally as high or low ranking as discussed in the pre
vious section of this chapter entitled "Data Reduction

Selection as a School Board Member
With respect to the personal characteristic of selection as a
school board member, the following major hypothesis was tested.

There

was no statistically significant relationship between the personal char
acteristic of selection as a board member by election or appointment and
the relative importance board members assigned to the selected problem
areaB in education.

Selection as a board member was defined operation

ally as follows;

(1) election by public vote; and (2) appointment by

governing body.

Relative importance .was defined operationally as high

or low ranking as discussed in the previous section of this chapter
entitled "Data Reduction."

Children of Board Members Enrolled in Public
Elementary or Secondary Schools
With respect to the personal characteristic of children of
board members enrolled in public elementary or secondary schools, the
following major hypothesis was tested;

There was no statistically

significant relationship between the personal characteristic of
children of board members enrolled in public elementary or secondary
schools and the relative importance board members assigned to the
selected problem areas in education.

Children enrolled in public

elementary, or secondary schools was defined operationally as follows:
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(1) children enrolled in public schools; end (2) no children enrolled
in public schools.

Relative importance was defined operationally as

high or low ranking as discussed in the previous section of this chapter
entitled "Data Reduction."

Political Preference
With respect to the personal characteristic of political
preference, the following major hypothesis was tested:

There was no

statistically significant relationship between the personal charac
teristic of political preference and the relative Importance board
members assigned to the selected problem areas in education.
preference was defined operationally as follows:
Republican; and (3) Independent.

Political

(1) Democrat; (2)

Relative importance was defined

operationally as high or low ranking as discussed in the previous
section of this chapter entitled "Data Reduction."

Analysis and Interpretation

To determine whether a relationship existed between the personal
characteristics of school board members and the relative importance board
members assigned to selected problem areas in education, a "time-bound
association" was assumed.

A "time-bound association" referred to an

analytical process tdiich Involved examining the joint distribution of
answers to two or more informational items co-existing within the same
time period.*

Through the use of chi square testing, the independent

^■Charles Y. Glock (ed.) Survey Research in the Social Sciences
(New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1967), p. 8 .
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variables were partitioned for possible relationships with the dependent
variables.

When a relationship was found to exist through chi square

testing, the contingency table was examined to determine the nature of
the relationship between the two variables.
The Yates correction for continuity form of the chi square sta
tistic was used as the correctional factor for the categories that had
only one degree of freedom.

Contingency tables for sex, race, marital

status and religious preference were not computed because of the small
frequencies of female (3), black (1) nan-married (2), and non-Protestant
(2) school board members.

The analysis of the data in the contingency

tables was at the .05 level of confidence.

The analysis of the data

follows in Chapter 4.

The data were collected through the use of a two-part instrument
sent to eighty-eight board metdiers of the First Development District.
Fart I collected data on personal characteristics of board members;
Part II identified the relative importance board members assigned to
the selected educational areas.
Collected data were consolidated Into appropriate categories in
an effort to eliminate empty cells in the chi square contingency tables.
Hypotheses were stated and operational definitions were established for
each independent variable.

The collected data were processed and ana

lyzed for statistically significant relationships at the .05 level of
confidence using chi square testing.

Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

An analysis of the data collected for the study Is presented in
this chapter which is divided into three sections.

In the first section,

the personal characteristics of First Development District school board
members are presented.

The data for the tables were tabulated from the

responses of school board members to questions included in Fart I of
the instrument.

Seventy-three school board members provided information

for the profile of the personal characteristics of First Development
District school board members.
Section two of the chapter Includes the school board members'
rankings of the selected problem areas in education.

The data for the

tables in section two were tabulated from the rankings by school board
members of the ten selected educational problem areas included in Part II
of the instrument.

The rankings were based upon the responses from

seventy-three school board members.
In the third section, the relationships between the selected
personal characteristics of school board members and the relative
importance board members assigned to selected problem areas in education
are reported.

To determine the relationships, correlations between the

personal characteristics and the rankings of selected problem areas
were calculated.

Tables are provided to supplement the textual

descriptions.
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The Selected Personal Characteristics of
First District School Board Members

Fart I f the questionnaire, included thirteen selected questions
concerning the personal characteristics of First District board members.
Respondents were asked to complete the items in Part 1 by checking the
applicable responses or by responding to the statements.

The personal

characteristics of First District school board members are summarized
in the following thirteen subdivisions.

Sex
School board members were requested to indicate whether they
were male or female by checking the appropriate category of sex.

An

examination of the data revealed that the majority of school board
members in the First District was male.

Seventy respondents (95.89

percent) were male and three respondents (4.11 percent were female.
A distribution of the data for the sex of the board members is presented
in Table 1.

Table 1
Sex' of First District School Board Members

Sex

Male
Female

Total

Number

Percent

70

95.89

3

4.11

73

100.00

School board members were asked to respond to one of four cate
gories of race.

Examination of the data revealed that seventy-two

school board members (98.63 percent) indicated that they were white.
One respondent (1.37 percent) indicated that he/she was black.

A dlstri

bution of the data for the race of school board members is presented in
Table 2.

Table 2
Race of First District School Board Members

Number

Percent

White

72

98.63

Black

1

1.37

Total

73

100.00

Race

Age
First District school board members were asked to check the age
category to which each belonged.

An examination of the data showed that

three school board members were thirty years of age or younger.

The

majority of school board members (86.3 percent) was over age thirty and
under age sixty-one.
years of age or older.

Seven board members (9.5 percent) were sixty-one
Forty-six and fifty-eight one hundredths percent

of all school board members were in the age category of forty-one to
fifty years and 20.54 percent were between the ages of fifty-one and
sixty years.

Table 3 contains a summary of the age categories as

indicated by First District school board members.
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Table 3
Age of First District School Board Members

Age Group

Number

Percent

21-30 years

3

4.11

31-40 years

14

19.18

41-50 years

34

46.58

51-60 years

15

20.54

7

9.59

73

100.00

61 or more years

Total

Marital Status
School board members were requested to check one of four cate
gories of marital status.

Analysis of the data Indicated that seventy-

one school board members (87.26 percent) were married.
member was single and one was widowed.

One school board

A distribution of the data for

the marital status of school board members is included in Table 4.
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Table 4
Marital Status of First District School Board Members

Marital Status

Number

Percent

71

97.26

Single

1

1.37

Divorced

0

0.00

Widowed

1

1.37

73

100.00

Married

Total

Years of Formal Education
School board members were requested to respond to seven cate
gories of formal education.

An examination of the data showed that

nineteen school board members (26.03 percent) had completed college.
Eight school board members (10.96 percent) Indicated that they had
received doctoral degrees.

Seven school board members (9.59 percent)

indicated that they had received master's degrees.

Eighteen school

board members (24.65 percent) indicated that they had completed high
school or the equivalent of high school.
education are summarized in Table 5.

Ihe data for level of formal
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Table 5
Number of Years of Formal Education of First District
School Board Members

Years of Formal Education

Less than 12 Years

Number

Percent

4

5.48

High School Graduate or
Equivalent

18

24.64

Two Years of College or
Equivalent

9

12.33

19

26.03

Some Postgraduate Work

8

10.96

Master's Degree

7

9.59

Doctoral Degree

8

10.96

73

100.00

College Graduate (4 years)

Total

Gross Annual Family Income
Respondents were asked to check a category of gross annual
family income.

Three school board members (4*11 percent) Indicated that

they had gross annual family incomes of $10,000 or less.

Fourteen

school board members (19.18 percent) had gross annual Incomes in excess
of $25,000.00 or less.

Fourteen school board members (19.18 percent)

had gross annual Income in excess of $25,000.00, and 24.65 percent of
the respondents had gross annual incomes in excess of $35,000.00,
distribution of the data for gross annual income is presented in
Table 6.

A
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Table 6
Gross Annual Family Income of First
District School Board Members
Gross Annual Family
Income in Dollars

Number

Percent

5,000-10,000

3

4.11

10,001-15,000

9

12.33

15,001-20,000

11

15.07

20,001-25,000

10

13.70

25,001-30,000

14

19.18

30,001-35,000

8

10.96

35,001 or More

18

25.65

Total

73

100.0

Occupation
First District school board members were asked to list their
occupation in a blank space provided on the questionnaire.

Thirty-six

separate occupations were listed, with farmers constituting the largest
single group (16.4 percent).
that they were businessmen.

Seven respondents (9*5 percent) indicated
Skilled craftsmen constituted 5.4 percent

of the school board members, and 4.1 percent of the board members were
retired from previous occupations.

When the individual occupations were

consolidated into five broad categories for the purpose of statistical
treatment, it was found that the professional and managerial categories
accounted for 47.9 percent of all school board members.

The data for
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the occupation of First District school board members are presented in
Table 7.

Table 7
Occupation of First District School Board Members

Occupation

Number

Percent

Medical Doctor

3

4.1

Banker

2

2.7

Certified Public Accountant

2

2.7

Educator

2

2.7

Chemist

1

1.4

Dentist

2

2.7

Engineer

2

2.7

Pharmacist

1

1.4

Lawyer

3

4.1

Nurse

1

1.4

Business Manager

1

1.4

Personnel Director

4

5,4

Accountant

1

1.4

General Manager

1

1.4

Office Supervisor

2

2.7

Service Manager

1

1.4

Newspaper Editor

1

1-4

Business Executive

1

1.4

Postmaster

1

1*4

Auto Dealer

1

1*4
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Table 7 (Continued)

Occupation

Number

Business Owner

Percent

2

2.7

12

16.4

1

1.4

Business Man

7

9.5

Postal Clerk

1

1.4

Office Clerk

1

1.4

Skilled Labor

4

5.4

Retired

3

4.1

Union Representative

1

1.4

U. S. Government

2

2.7

Housewife

1

1.4

Carpenter

1

1.4

Unskilled Labor

1

1.4

Data Processor

1

1.4

Public Relations Representative

1

1.4

Career Counselor

1

1.4

73

100.0

Farmer
Insurance Agent

Total

-

Number of Years of Residence in The School District
First Development District school board members were asked to
indicate by category the number of years they had resided in their
respective school districts.

An examination of the data indicated that

2.74 percent of the board members had resided in the school districts
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which they served for fewer than five years.

Thirty-five school board

members (47.94 percent) indicated they had resided in their districts
from 11 to 20 years, and 32 board members (43.83 percent) had resided
in their districts for 20 years or more.

The data for number of years

of residence in the school district are presented in Table 8.

Table 8
Number of Years of Residence in the School District of First
District School Board Members

Years of Residence

Number

Percent

Less than 5

2

2.74

5-10

4

5.48

11-15

20

27.40

16-20

15

20.55

More than 20

32

43.83

Total

73

100.00

Number of Years Served as a First District School Board Member
Each respondent was asked to Indicate the total number of years
served as a First District board member.

Analysis of the data presented

in Table 9 showed that 35 of the school board members (47.94 percent)
had served from 1 to 5 years, and that 7 board members (9.58 percent)
had served from 15 to 30 years on their respective boards of education.
The number of years served by the 73 respondents totaled 488 years, with
the average length of term equalling 6.68 years.
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Table 9
Number of Years Served as a First District School Board Member

Years Served

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
a
9
10
n
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Number

6
6
5
12
6
13
4
7
0
5
0
2
0
0
2
1
0
0
0
2
0
0

Percent

8.2
8.2
6.9
16.5
8.2
17.8
5.5
9.6
0.0
6.8
0.0
2.7
0.0
0.0
2.7
1.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
2.7
0.0
0.0
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Table 9 (Continued)

Years Served

Number

Percent

23

0

0.0

24

0

0.0

25

1

1.4

26

0

0.0

27

0

0.0

28

0

0.0

29

0

0.0

30

1

1.4

73

100.0

Total

Method of Selection of

First District School Board Members

School board members were requested to indicate whether they were
elected or appointed to their positions as board members.

An exami

nation of the data indicated that 49 board members (67.12 percent) were
elected by public vote and that 24 board members (32.88 percent) were
appointed by the responsible governing body.

The data for the method

of selection of First District school board members is presented in
Table 10.
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Table 10
Method of Selection as a First District School Board Member

Method of Selection

Number

Percent

Election by Public Vote

49

67.12

Appointment by Governing Body

24

32.88

Total

73

100.00

Children of School Board Members Enrolled in
Public Elementary or Secondary Schools
School board members were requested to indicate whether they had
children enrolled in public elementary or secondary schools, whether
they hod children of school age, and whether they had children.

An

examination of the data showed that the majority of school board
members (67.12 percent) had children attending the public elementary
or secondary schools.
school age children.

Ten school board members (13.70 percent) had no
Nine board members (12.33 percent) had children

attending private institutions.
no children.

Only five school board members had

A distribution of the data for children enrolled in public

elementary or secondary schools is presented in Table 11.
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Table 11
Children of First District School Board Members Enrolled in Public
Elementary or Secondary Schools

Children Presently Enrolled

Yes
Mo
Mo School Age Children
Mo Children

Total

Number

Percent

49

67.12

9

12.33

10

13.70

5

6.85

73

100.00

Political Preference
School board members were requested to respond to five cate
gories of political preference.

An analysis of the data indicated that

21 respondents (28.77 percent) were Democrats and 40 respondents (54.79
percent) were Republicans.
the category "Independent."
no preference for any party.

Eleven respondents (15.07 percent) checked
One school board member indicated he had
A distribution of the data for political

preference of First District school board members is presented in
Table 12.
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Table 12
Political Preference of First District School Board Members

Political Preference

Number

Percent

Democrat

21

28.77

Republican

40

54.79

Independent

11

15.07

No Preference

1

1.37

Other

0

0.00

Total

73

100.00

Religious Preference
School board members were requested .to respond to .five categories
of religious preference*

An examination of the data showed that 71

school board members (97.26 percent) identified themselves as
Protestants.

One school board member checked the category "Other11

and one school board member indicated he was Catholic.

The data for

religious preference of First District school board members is presented
in Table 13.
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Table 13
Religious Preference of First: District School hoard Members

Religious Preference

Number

Percent

Catholic

1

1.37

Jewish

0

0.00

71

97.26

No Preference

0

0.00

Other

1

1.37

Total

73

100.00

Protestant

The Rankings of the Selected Problem Areas In Education

Part II of the Instrument Included ten selected problem areas in
education.

The ten problem areas were selected by the fourteen First

Development District school superintendents from an Initial list of
thirty-three problem areas compiled from an inventory of articles in
six educational journals during the period from January, 1971 through
December, 1976,
The ten selected problem areas in education were listed randomly
in Part II of the instrument.

School board members were asked to rank

the problem areas in what they considered to be the order of importance.
They were asked to rank the problem areas on a ten point scale with a
rank of 1 being the most important and a rank of 10 being least impor
tant.

Seventy-three returns were received; therefore, the rankings were

based on the responses submitted by those board members.

57
The remainder of this section consists of an analysis of the
data from Fart II.
analyzed first.

A distribution of the rankings from 1 to 10 is

Second, for the purpose of comparison, the rankings

are examined in two broad categories.

Third, the rankings are analyzed

in three broad categories that were developed during the data reduction
phase.

The rankings are summarized in Tables 14, 15, and 16.
Analysis of the rankings of the problem areas revealed that

Reading and Literacy was assigned a rank of 1 by the largest number of
First Development District board members.

Twenty-nine board members

(39.72 percent) assigned a rank of 1 to Reading and Literacy.

Local

Control of Education was second with thirteen school board members
(17.8 percent) assigning a rank of 1.

Educational Financing and

Equality of Educational Opportunities was third with ten school board
members assigning a rank of 1.

The summary of rankings of the selected

problem areas in education by First Development District school board
members is presented in Table 14.
The four problem areas with the fewest rankings of 1 were
Individualization of Instruction (0), Accountability and Assessment (1),
Education for the World of Work (1), and Discipline and the Constitutional
Rights of Students (1).
The three problem areas assigned a rank of 10 (least important)
by the largest number of school board members were Collective Bargaining,
Individualization of Instruction, and Discipline and the Constitutional
Rights of Students.

Seventeen school board members (23.28 percent)

assigned a rank of 10 to Collective Bargaining*

Seventeen other board

members assigned a rank of 10 to Individualization of Instruction.
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Table 14
Summary of the Ranking! of the Selected
Problem Areae In Education

Rank
2

3

4

5

6

1 8

9

10

Reading and Literacy

29 18

6

6

4

2

4

2

2

0

73

Local Control of Education

13

9

9

5

7 11

5

3

4

7

73

Educational Financing and Equality
of Educational Opportunities

10
1U

a

g 14

q

9

A
u

V

3

3
**

73

e

9

6

9

4

4

5

5

6 17

73

6

S 10

5

9 13

8

8

2

5

73

J

8

3

7

3

73

4

8

6

4

73

9 14 11

73

Problem Area

1

Collective Bargaining

Teacher Performance and

valuation

Total

School and Cooraunity Relations

4 10 11 14 10

Education for the World of Work

1

8 11

7 12 12

Discipline and the Constitutional
Rights of Students

1

4

4

6

9

3 10

Accountability and Assessment

1

4

3

6

8

6 13 15 11

6

73

Individualization of Instruction

0

1

5

1

1

6 10 14 18 17

73

73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73

730

Total

59
Eleven board members (15.06 percent) assigned a rank of 10 to Discipline
and the Constitutional Rights of Students.
The three problem areas with the fewest rankings of 10 were
Reading and Literacy (0), Educational Financing and Equality of Educa
tional Opportunities (3), and School and Community Relations (3).
To determine which five problem areas were ranked highest and
which five were ranked lowest by the majority of school board members,
the data were consolidated into two broad categories.

The broad cate

gories were listed as high rank (most important) and low rank (least
important).

The high rank category included the rankings from 1 to 5,

and the low rank category included rankings from 6 to 10.

A summary of

the rankings Is presented in Table 15.
The relative positions of the five problem areas in education
ranked high (most important) by First Development District school
board members, the number of school board members ranking each problem
area, and the percent of school board members were as follows:

(1)

Reading and Literacy, 63 board members, 86.30 percent; (2) School and
Community Relations, 49 board members, 67.12 percent; (3) Educational
Financing and Equality of Educational Opportunities, 46 board members,
63.01 percent; (4) Local Control of Education, 43 board members, 58.90
percent; and (5) Education for the World of Work, 39 board members,
53.42 percent.
The relative positions of the five problem areas ranked low
(least Important) by First District board members were as follows:
(1)

Individualization of Instruction, 65 board members, 89.04 percent;

(2) Accountability and Assessment, 51 board members, 69.86 percent;
(3)

Discipline and the Constitutional Rights of Students, 49 board

Table IS
Summary of the Ranking! In High and
Low Rank Categories

Problem Area

High
1-5

Percentage

Low
6-10

Percentage

Reading and Literacy

63

86.30

10

13.70

School and Comrcunlty Relations

49

67.12

24

32.88

Educational Financing and Equality
of Educational Opportunities

46

63.01

27

36.99

Local Control of Education

43

58.90

30

41.10

Education for the ttorld of Work

39

53.42

34

46.58

Collective Bargaining

36

49.32

37

50.68

Teacher Performance and Evaluation

35

47.95

38

52.05

Discipline and the Constitutional
Rights of Students

24

32.88

49

67.12

Accountability and Assessment

22

30.14

51

69.86

8

10.96

65

89.04

Individualisation of Instruction
Totals

365

365
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members, 67.12 percent; (4) Teacher Performance and Evaluation, 38 board
members, 52.04 percent; and (5) Collective Bargaining, 37 board members,
50.68 percent.
During the data reduction phase, the rankings were consolidated
into three broad categories.

The three categories were listed as high

rank (most Important), medium rank (moderately important), and low rank
(least important).

A rank of 1 through 3 was high.

7 was medium, and a low rank was 8 through 10.

A rank of 4 through

A summary of the consoli

dated rankings is presented in Table 16.
When the data presented in Tables 15 and 16 were compared, it was
observed that the relative positions of the problem areas changed only
slightly.

Local Control of Education and Education for the World of

Work varied two ranks.

Reading and Literacy, Discipline and the Consti

tutional Rights of Students, Accountability and Assessment, and
Individualization of Instruction maintained original rankings.

The

remaining four problem areas varied one rank.
A review of all data revealed that school board members ranked
Reading and Literacy, School and Community Relations, Local Control of
Education, and Educational Financing and Equality of Educational
Opportunities as the four most important educational problem areas.
Individualization of Instruction, Accountability and Assessment, and
Discipline and the Constitutional Rights of Students were ranked by
First Developmental District school board members as the least important
educational problem areas.

Tabic 16
Sumnary of tha Rankings in High, Hedlua, and
Low Rank Categories

High
1-3

Hedlia
A -7

Low
8-10

Reading and Literacy

53

16

A

73

Local Control of Education

31

26

14

73

School and Conraunlty Relatione

25

35

13

73

Educational Financing and Equality
of Educational Opportunities

23

36

12

73

Collective Bargaining

23

22

28

73

Teacher Performance and Evaluation

21

37

15

73

Education for the World of Work

20

35

18

73

Discipline and the Constitutional
Rights of Students

9

30

34

73

Accountability and Assessment

8

33

32

73

Individualization of Instruction

6

18

49

73

219

292

219

730

Problem Area

Total

•

Total

63
The Relationships Between the Selected Personal Characteristics
and the Rankings of the Selected Problem Areas In Education

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there were
statistically significant relationships between the selected personal
characteristics of First Development District school board members and
the relative importance school board members assigned to selected
problem areas in education.

Seventy-three returns were received.

To

determine whether there were relationships, the data from Part I and
Part II of the seventy-three responses were correlated.
During the data reduction phase, data from Part I and Part II
were consolidated into broad categories for the purpose of analysis.
Data for eleven of the thirteen personal characteristics were consoli
dated into broad categories as follows:
to two categories:

(1) race was reduced from four

white and black; (2) age was reduced from five

categories to three:

21-40 years, 41-50 years, and 51 or more years;

(3) marital status was reduced from four categories to two; married
and non-married; (4) years of formal education was reduced from seven
categories to three:

high school graduate or less, two to four years

of college, and more than four years of college; (5) gross annual
family income was reduced from seven categories to four:

$5,000-$15,000,

$15,001-$25,000, $25,001-$35,000, and $35,001 or more; (6) occupation
was reduced from thirty-six categories as individually identified to
five broad categories:

professional, managerial, farming, business and

sales, and other; (7) number of years of residence in the school
district was reduced from five categories to three:

fewer than ten

years, eleven to twenty years, and more than twenty years; (8) number

of years served as a school board member was reduced from, fifteen
categories to three:

1-5 years, 6-14 years, and 15 or more years;

(9) children enrolled in the public elementary or secondary schools were
reduced from four categories to two:

children enrolled in public schools

and no children enrolled in public schools; (10) political preference
was reduced from five categories to three:

Democratic, Republican, and

Independent remained as presented in the questionnaire; and (11)
religious preference was reduced from five categories to two:
tant, and non-Protestant,

Protes

The personal characteristics of sex and

method of selection as a First District board member remained in the
categories as originally presented in the questionnaire.
In addition to the reduction of categories for the personal char
acteristics, the rankings of the selected problem areas were reduced to
categories of high and low importance.
high.

A ranking of 1 through 5 was

A low ranking was 6 through 10.
Following the data reduction phase, data were partitioned into

contingency tables and analyzed for statistical significance through the
use of chi square testing.

The Yates correction for continuity form of

the chi square statistic was used as the correctional factor for the
categories that had only one degree of freedom.

Contingency tables for

sex, race, marital status and religious preference were not computed
because of the small frequencies of female (2), black (1), non-marrled
(2), and non-Protestant (2) school board members.

The data for the

relationships between the remaining nine personal characteristics and
the relative Importance board members assigned to the selected problem

65
areas were analyzed at the .05 level of confidence.

In the tables that

follow, the notation N/S means not significant, and S means significant.
The data for the relationships between the personal characteristics of
First Development District school board members and the rankings of the
selected problem areas in education are presented in separate sub
divisions.

Age
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of age were tested, one statistically significant relationship was found.
Analysis of the data indicated that there was a statistically signifi
cant relationship between the personal characteristic of age and the
school board members' rankings of the problem area of Education for the
World of Work (.0132).

School board members fifty-one years of age

and over tended to rank Education for the World of Work as a problem
area of low Importance (72.7 percent).

Sixty-four and seven tenths

percent of school board members ages 41-50 and 63.7 percent of school
board members ages 21-40 ranked Education for the World of Work as a
problem area of high importance.

A summary of the data for the rela

tionships between the age of First Development District school board
members and the rankings of the selected problem areas in education is
presented in Table 17.

Table 17A presents the data verifying statis

tical significance at the .05 level of confidence between school board
members' age and the problem area of Education for the World of Work.

Years of Formal Education
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristics
of years of formal education were tested, no statistically significant

66

Table 17
Relationships Between the Age of First District
School Board Members and the Rankings of
Selected Problem Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

.89021

2

.6408

N/S

. 2.04747

2

.3593

N/S

.70678

2

.7023

N/S

Reading and Literacy

1.28173

2

.5268

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

8.65536

2

.0132

S

.58650

2

.7458

N/S

3.10281

2

.2119

N/S

4.89478

2

.0865

N/S

Local Control of
Education

4.55119

2

.1027

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

2.08550

2

.3525

N/S

Collective Bargaining
School and Community
Relations
Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment
Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

Key:

S
Significant
N/S Hot Significant

TABLE 17A
Verification of Statistical Significance Between Board Members' Age
and the Problem Area of Education for the World of Work
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relationships were found.

The problem area of School and Community

relations was closest to statistical significance at the .05 level of
confidence with a chi square test statistic of .2373.

A summary of the

data for the relationships between the personal characteristic of years
of formal education and the rankings of the selected problem areas in
education is presented in Table 18.

Gross Annual Family Income
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of gross annual family income were tested, no statistically significant
relationships were found.

The problem areas of School and Conmunity

Relations and Education for the World of Work were closest to statistical
significance at the .05 level of confidence with chi square test statis
tics of .2132 and .2928, respectively.

A summary of the data for the

relationships between the personal characteristic of gross annual family
income and the rankings of the selected problem areas in education is
presented in Table 19.

Occupation
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of occupation were tested, no statistically significant relationships
were found.

Collective Bargaining had a chi square test statistic of

.1474, and Teacher Performance and Evaluation had a chi square test
statistic of .1695.

At the ,05 level of confidence, both problem areas

were nearest to statistical significance with the personal characteristic
of occupation.

A summary of the data for the relationships between the

personal characteristic of occupation and the rankings of the selected
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Table 18
Relationships Between the Years of Formal Education of First
District School Board Members and the Rankings of
Selected Problem Areas in Education

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

.52056

2

.7708

N/S

School and Community
Relations

2.87683

2

.2373

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

1.39007

2

.4991

N/S

Reading and Literacy

.47630

2

.7881

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

.02581

2

.9872

N/S

.06847

2

.9663

N/S

1.74261

2

.4184

N/S

.05586

2

.9725

N/S

Local Control of
Education

1.13714

2

.5663

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

1.50939

2

.4702

N/S

Problem Area

Collective Bargaining

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment
Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

Key:

Chi
Square

N/S Not Significant
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Table 19
Relationships Between the Gross Annual Income of First
District School Board Members and the Rankings of
Selected Problem Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
,05 Level

Collective Bargaining

2.31718

3

.5092

N/S

School and Community
Relations

4.49023

3

.2132

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

3.02178

3

.3883

N/S

Reading and Literacy

1.09469

3

.7784

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

3.72046

3

.2928

N/S

2.44248

3

.4858

N/S

3.49579

3

.3213

N/S

1.20443

3

.7519

N/S

.40931

3

.9383

N/S

1.02316

3

.7956

N/S

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment
Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students
Local Control of
Education
Individualization
of Instruction

Key:

N/S Not Significant
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problem areas is presented in Table 20.

Number of Years of Residence in the School District
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of number of years of residence in the school district were tested, four
statistically significant relationships were found.

Statistically sig

nificant relationships were found between the personal characteristic
of number of years of residence in the school district and the school
board members' rankings of the problem areas of Collective Bargaining
(.00121), Teacher Performance and Evaluation (.0041), Individualization
of Instruction (.0302), and Education for the World of Work (.0427).
Analysis of the data pertaining to the problem area of Collective
Bargaining revealed that school board members who had resided in their
respective districts twenty years or more tended to rank Collective
Bargaining as a problem area of low importance (75.0 percent).

Sixty-

eight and six tenths percent of school board members residing in their
respective districts for eleven through twenty years tended to rank
Collective Bargaining as a problem area of high importance.
Analysis of the data pertaining to the problem area of Teacher
Performance and Evaluation showed that school board members who had
resided in their respective school districts twenty years or more tended
to rank Teacher Performance and Evaluation as a problem area of high
importance (62.5 percent).

Eighty-three and three tenths percent of the

school board members who had resided in their respective school districts
five through ten years also ranked Teacher Performance and Evaluation as
a problem of high importance; however, the number of school board members
in that category was only five.

Seventy-one and four tenths percent of
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Table 20
Relationships Between the Occupation of First District
School Board Members and the Rankings of Selected
Problem Areas In Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

Collective Bargaining

6.79020

4

.1474

N/S

School and Community
Relations

4.39537

4

.3551

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

6.42557

4

.1695

N/S

Reading and Literacy

1.58927

4

.8107

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

2.36453

4

.6690

N/S

2.00964

4

.7340

N/S

Accountability and
Assessment

4.17659

4

.3826

N/S

Discipline and the
Const!tutional
Rights of Students

3.33704

4

.5031

N/S

Local Control of
Education

4.86857

4

.3011

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

4.84429

4

.3037

N/S

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities

Key:

N/S Not Significant
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school board members residing In their respective districts eleven
through twenty years tended to rank Teacher Performance and Evaluation
as a problem area of low Importance,
Analysis of the data pertaining to the problem area of Education
for the World of Work indicated that school board members who had
resided in their respective districts twenty years or more tended to
rank Education for the World of Work as a problem area of low Importance
(59,A percent).

Sixty-six and seven tenths percent of the school board

members who had resided in their respective school districts five
through ten years also ranked Education for the World of Work as a
problem area of low importance.

Sixty-eight and six tenths percent

of the board members residing in their respective districts eleven
through twenty years tended to rank Education for the World of Work
as a problem area of high importance.
Analysis of the data pertaining to the problem area of Individu
alization of Instruction revealed that 89 percent of all school board
members ranked this problem area as one of low importance.

Only one

board member who had resided in his school district eleven through twenty
years ranked Individualization of Instruction as a problem area of high
importance, and no board members in the five through ten year residence
category ranked Individualization of Instruction as being of high
importance,
A summary of the data for the relationships between the number of
years of residence in the school district of First Development District
school board members and the rankings of the selected problem areas in
education is presented in Table 21,

Tables 21A, 2IB, 21C, and 21D

74

Table 21
Relationships Between the Number of Years of Residence in the School
District of First District School Board Member and the Rankings
of Selected Problem Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Collective Bargaining

13.48406

2

.0012

S

1.98551

2

.3706

N/S

10.99050

2

.0041

S

Reading and Literacy

3.54023

2

.1703

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

6.30735

2

.0427

S

4.04296

2

.1325

N/S

.08869

2

.9566

N/S

4.94714

2

.0843

N/S

Local Control of
Education

1.84954

2

.3966

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

7.00055

2

.0302

S

School and Community
Relations
Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment
Discipline and the
Constitutional
' Rights of Students

Key:

S
N/S

Significant
Not Significant

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

TABLE 21A
Verification of Statistical Significance Between School Board Members' Length of
Residence in the School District and the Problem Area of Collective Bargaining

STATISTICAL AACSAG?
El IE

in'll'!

PAGE

TME SCCIAL SCIENCES

IC«5A»irtI pATf - 06/02/TS1

TEAAJ l<LOIST«Icr____

.CSLLFCITVE AAtGAiyiNG,
■*S!9

cr*tn* !

5^1 I J - I O

C2L «rT IT*S
r y »;r j
^-1 —

_ » 0W__

1 1 - 2 9 ___20*___

Y*S

7

t c t a l ...

34
_j

»-I
CHt s o u a *; >

13.4*404 WITH

2 0JG»EES Of E*EE004

SIGNIFICANCE •

0.0012

TABLE 2 IB
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Verification of Statistical Significance Between School Board Members‘ Length of
Residence in the School District and the Problem Area of
Education for the World of Work
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TABLE 2XD
Verification of Statistical Significance Between School Board Members1 Length of
Residence in the School District and the Problem Area of
Individualization of Instruction
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present the data verifying statistical significance at the .05 level
of confidence between school board members' number of years of residence in the school district and the problem areas of Collective
Bargaining, Teacher Performance and Evaluation, Education for the World
of Work, and Individualization of Instruction.

Humber of Years Served as a First District School
Board Member
When the hypotheses with respect

to the personal characteristic

of number of years served as a school boardmember were tested, no
statistically significant relationships were found.

The problem area

of Education for the World of Work was closest to statistical signifi
cance at the .05 level of confidence with a chi square test statistic
of ,0920.

A summary of the data for the relationships between the

personal characteristic of number of years served as a school board
member and the rankings of the selected problem areas in education is
presented in Table 22.

Selection as a School Board Member
When the hypotheses with respect

to the personal characteristic

of method of selection as a school boardmember
tically significant relationships were found.

were tested, no statis
The problem area of

Reading and Literacy was closest to statistical significance at the
.05 level of confidence with a chi square test statistic of .1089.

A

summary of the data for the relationships between the personal charac
teristic of method of selection as a school board member and the rankings
of the selected problem areas in education Is presented in Table 23.
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Table 22
Relationships Between the Number of Years Served as a First
District School Board Member and the Rankings of
Selected Problem Areas in Education

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Collective Bargaining

3.47911

2

.1756

N/S

School and Community
Relations

1.22330

2

.5425

N/S

.30949

2

.8566

N/S

Reading and Literacy

1.47890

2

.4774

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

4.77209

2

.0920

N/S

.64800

2

.7233

N/S

Accountability and
Assessment

.59666

2

.7421

N/S

Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

.70542

2

.7028

N/S

Local Control of
Education

2.39593

2

.3018

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

1.91518

2

.3838

N/S

Problem Area

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities

Key:

N/S

Not Significant

Significant
Test
at
.05
Level
Statistics
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Table 23
Relationships Between the Method of Selection of First District
School Board Members and the Rankings of Selected
Problem Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

Collective Bargaining

.44302

1

.5057

N/S

School and Community
Relations

.10453

1

.7465

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

.98807

1

.3202

N/S

Reading and Literacy

2.56992

1

.1089

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

1.34496

1

.2462

N/S

.50481

1

.4774

N/S

Accountability and
Assessment

.47338

1

.4914

N/S

Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

.72876

1

.3933

N/S

Local Control of
Education

.10405

1

.7470

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

.48135

1

.4878

N/S

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities

Key:

N/S

Not Significant
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Children of First District School Board Members
Enrolled In Public Elementary or Secondary Schools
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of children enrolled in the public elementary or secondary schools were
tested, one significant relationship was found.

Analysis of the data

indicated that a statistically significant relationship existed between
the personal characteristic of children enrolled in the public schools
and the rankings of the problem area Education for the World of Work
(.0309).

School board members having children in the public schools

tended to rank Education for the World of Work as a problem area of high
importance (63.3 percent).

Sixty-six and seven tenths percent of school

board members who did not have children in school ranked Education for
the World of Work as a problem area of low importance.

A summary of

the data for the relationships between this personal characteristic and
the rankings of the selected problem areas in education is presented
in Table 24.

Table 24A presents the data verifying statistical signif

icance at the .05 level of confidence.

Political Preference
When the hypotheses with respect to the personal characteristic
of political preference were tested, no statistically significant rela
tionships

were found.

The problem areas of Individualization of

Instruction and School and Community Relations were closest to statis
tical significance at the .05 level of confidence with chi square test
statistics of .1931 and ,2311, respectively.

A summary of the data for

the relationships between the personal characteristic of political
preference and the rankings of the selected problem areas in education
is presented in Table 25.

a?

Table 24
Relationships Between the Children of First District School Board Members
Enrolled In Public Elementary or Secondary Schools and the Rankings
of Selected Problem Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
.05 Level

Collective Bargaining

.02797

1

.8672

N/S

School and Community
Relations

.54380

1

.4609

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

.00001

1

.9973

N/S

Reading and Literacy

.77172

1

.3797

N/S

4.65983

1

.0309

S

3.03688

1

.0814

N/S

.02104

1

.8847

N/S

.04287

1

.8360

N/S

Local Control of
Education

.47640

1

.4901

N/S

Individualization
of Instruction

.01077

1

.9173

N/S

Education for the
World of Work
Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment
Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

Key:

S
N/S

Significant
Not Significant

TABLE 24A
Verification of Statistical Significance Between Children of First District School
Board Members Enrolled in Public Elementary or Secondary Schools
the
Problem Area of Education for the World of Work
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Table 25
Relationships Between the Political Preference of First
District School Board Members and the Rankings of
Selected Problem; Areas in Education

Problem Area

Chi
Square

Degrees
of
Freedom

Test
Statistic

Significant
at
,05 Level

Collective Bargaining

1.74853

2

.4172

N/S

School and Community
Relations

2.92956

2

.2311

N/S

.30580

2

.8582

N/S

Reading and Literacy

1.09072

2

.5796

N/S

Education for the
World of Work

1.52660

2

.4661

N/S

.76878

2

.6809

N/S

2.78010

2

.2491

N/S

Discipline and the
Constitutional
Rights of Students

.41029

2

,8145

N/S

Local Control of
Education

.63360

2

.7285

N/S

3.28868

2

,1931

N/S

Teacher Performance
and Evaluation

Educational Financing
and Equality of
Educational
Opportunities
Accountability and
Assessment

Individualization
of Instruction

Key:

N/S

Not Significant

Summary

Relationships which proved significant were as follows.
1.

A statistically significant relationship existed between

the- personal characteristic of age and the school board members' rank
ings of the problem area of Education for the World of Work.
2.

Statistically significant relationships were found to exist

between the personal characteristic of number of years of residence in
the school district and the school board members' rankings of the
problem areas of Collective Bargaining, Teacher Performance and
Evaluation, Individualization of Instruction, and Education for the
World of Work.
3.

A statistically significant relationship existed between

the personal characteristic of children enrolled in the public schools
and the school board members' rankings of the problem area of Education
for the World of Work.
No statistically significant relationships were found between
educational problem areas and the personal charcteristlcs of years of
formal education, gross annual family Income, occupation, number of
years served as a school board member, method of selection as a school
board member, and political preference.

Chapter 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

The purposes of this chapter were to summarize the findings of
the study, draw conclusions, and make recommendations based on the
conclusions.

The chapter is divided into three

sections.

The summary

of the study is presented in the first section, including the review of
literature, the methods and procedures used to conduct the study, and a
summary of the findings.

In the second section, conclusions growing

out of the findings are presented.

The third section consists of

recommends tions.

Summary of the Study

Purpose
As of September 1, 1977, eighty-eight school board members were
serving on fourteen local boards of education in the First Tennessee
Development District.

Only a limited amount of demographic data con

cerning local school board members was available.

Not much was known

about the composition of the local boards or the personal characteristics
of local board members.

Moreover, there was no information concerning

the attitudes of board members toward major problem areas in public
education.

It appeared that there was a need to gather information

concerning the personal characteristics of First District school board
members and to determine the attitudes of board members toward certain
problem areas in public education.
67
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The central purpose of the study was to determine whether there
were statistically significant relationships between selected personal
characteristics of First Development District school board members and
the relative importance board members attached to selected problem areas
in education.*"

The statement of the problem and the purpose of the

study were presented in Chapter 1,

The Related Literature
A review of the literature was conducted to determine which
personal characteristics had been studied by previous researchers, what
was known concerning those characteristics, and how those characteristics
seemed to be related to the work of school board members.

Among the

early writers making observations concerning the personal character
istics of school board members were Chancellor, Cubberly, Nearing, and
Counts.

Chancellor and Cubberly observed that school board members with

certain characteristics were more effective than others.

Nearing con

ducted a study to determine the occupations and professions of school
board members.

He concluded that the majority of school board members

represented the business and professional interests in American com
munities.

Counts gathered and analyzed data concerning school board

members from 522 cities.

He concluded that board members were selected

from the dominant social and economic classes in America.

The writings

of Cubberly, Chancellor, Nearing, and Counts were focused primarily
upon the composition of school boards.

*See pp. 4-5.

Occupation and socio-economic
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9

status of school board members were major factors considered.
Following the research by Counts, there were many studies related
to the personal characteristics, values, attitudes, and beliefs of school
board members.

A review of those studies revealed that most researchers

had studied the personal characteristics of age, sex, marital status,
number of children in school, religion, political party affiliation,
formal education, occupation, annual Income, and length of service as a
school board member.

Researchers reported that the typical school board

member was a married male between forty and forty-five years of age with
children in school.

He was Caucasian, employed in a professional,

business, or managerial occupation, and was Protestant.

He was a member

of the Republican Party with an average tenure of three to five years on
the school board, and was either a college graduate or had attended
college."*
The findings concerning the relationships between selected
variables and the attitudes, beliefs, and behavior of school board
members were not clear.

The findings of some studies were inconsistent

with findings of other studies.

Researchers generally agreed that the

factors of age and income of board menbers were related to their beliefs
and attitudes.

Several researchers reported that the orientation

procedures, length of service on the board, and amount of formal
education of board members were related to the attitudes, beliefs, and
effectiveness of school board members as school board members.

Hany

researchers agreed that sex, political party affiliation, religion,

^See pp. 5, 12-20.
^See pp. 21-24.
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and number of children in school had little bearing an attitudes,
beliefs, and effectiveness; however, a number of researchers found
relationships between these factors and certain specific issueB in
education.

Limited research was available concerning the racial
A

composition of local boards of education in this country.

No research

was found concerning the beliefs, values, attitudes, or behavior of
different racial groups of school board members.

The review of

literature may be found in Chapter 2 of the study.

The Methods and Procedures
The data for the study were collected by using a two-part
instrument.

Based on the review of the literature, questions concerning

thirteen mutually exclusive categories of data related to the personal
characteristics of school board members were selected for inclusion
in Fart I, the questionnaire.

Those categories were as follows:

sex,

race, age, marital status, years of formal education, gross annual
family income, occupation, number of years as a resident of the school
district, method of selection as a board member, number of years served
as a school board member, children enrolled in the public elementary or
secondary schools, political preference, and religious preference.
characteristics were selected for the following reasons:

Ten

(1) they were

studied most frequently by, previous researchers; and (2) there was
some evidence to indicate that each characteristic might be related to
the attitudes, beliefs, values, and behaviors of school board members.

^See pp. 24-27.
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The personal characteristics of race, number of years as a resident of
the school district, and method of selection as a school board member
5
were added for the study.
Part II of the instrument included ten selected educational
problem areas which school board members were asked to rank in order
of priority.

The ten problem areas were selected by the school super

intendents in the First Development District from a list of thirtythree problem areas which was compiled from an inventory of six
educational journals.

The list was compiled on the basis of an

analysis of the content of articles and editorials published in the
six selected journals from January, 1971 through December, 1976.

6

Copies of the instrument were mailed to local school system
superintendents for distribution to school board members.

At the time

of the mailing, there were eighty-eight school board members in the
First Development District.

A total of seventy-three responses were

returned by school board members.

7

The data were tabulated and described as presented originally in
the instrument.

Next, data were reduced into broad categories in an

attempt to eliminate empty cells in the chi square contingency tables.
Finally, the data were partitioned into contingency tables and analyzed
for statistical significance at the .05 level of confidence through the
g

use of chi square testing.

The methods and procedures used to conduct

the study were described in Chapter 3.

5See pp. 29-30.

6See pp. 30-31.

^See pp. 31-33.

8See pp. 33-40.
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The Finding8
An analysis of the data was reported In Chapter 4.

The major

findings from the analysis were summarized in three sections as
follows:

(1) findings concerning the selected personal characteristics

of First Development District school board members; (2) findings con
cerning the rankings of the selected problem areas in education; and
(3) findings concerning the relationships between the selected per
sonal characteristics and the rankings of the selected problem areas in
education.

Findings concerning the selected personal characteristics of
First Development District school board members.

The personal charac

teristics of First Development District school board members are
summarized as follows:
(1) Approximately 95 percent of First District school board
members (95.89 percent) were male.

Approximately 4 percent of the board

members were women.
(2)

Approximately 98 percent of First District school board

members (98.63 percent) were white.
(3)

Only one board member was black.

Approximately 77 percent of First District school board

members (76.71 percent) were forty-one years of age or older.

Only

three board members were age thirty or younger.
(4)

Approximately 97 percent of First District school board

members (97.26 percent) were married.

One board member was single and

one board member was widowed.
(5)

Approximately 70 percent of First District board members

(69.84 percent) had attended college.

Only 5.48 percent hod not
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completed twelve years of formal education.

Ihe percentage of school

board members receiving either a master's or doctoral degree was 20,35
percent.
(6)

Approximately 96 percent of First District school board

members (95.89 percent) indicated gross annual family income in excess
of $10,000.

Approximately 55 percent of the board members (54.79 per

cent) had gross annual Incomes in excess of $25,000, and 24.65 percent
had gross annual incomes in excess of $35,000.

Only three board members

Indicated that their gross annual family incomes were of $10,000 or less.
(7)

The largest occupational group of First District school

board members was professional (26.02 percent).

Managerial constituted

21.92 percent, and farmers constituted 16.73 percent of the board members.
Three board members were retired, four board members identified them
selves as skilled labor, and only one board member was a housewife.
(8)

Approximately one-third of First District board members

(35.62 percent) indicated that they had resided from 1 to 15 years in the
school district in which they were serving.

Approximately 44 percent of

the board members (43.85 percent) had resided in the school district in
which they were serving for twenty-one years or more,
(9)

More than one-half of the school board members (52 percent)

in the First District had served on their respective boards for more than
five years.

Only 8.20 percent of the school board members were serving

their first year as a board member and almost 10 percent (9.60 percent)
had served fifteen or more years on their respective boards.
(10)

Approximately 67 percent of First District school board

members (67.12 percent) had been elected by public vote.

Approximately
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33 percent: of the board members (32.88 percent) were appointed by the
governing body of the school community.
(11)

A majority of First District school board members (67.12

percent) had children attending public elementary or secondary schools.
Only five board members had no children and ten board members (13.70
percent) had no school age children.

Nine board members (12.33 percent)

had children attending private Institutions.
(12)

The largest percentage of First District school board mem

bers (54.79 percent) indicated that they were Republicans.

Approximately

28 percent were Democrats (28.77 percent) and 15,07 percent were Inde
pendents,

Only one board member indicated no preference among political

parties.
(13)

Approximately 97 percent of First District school board

members (97.26 percent) were Protestants.

One board member was Catholic
q

and one board member marked the category "Other."

Findings concerning the rankings of the selected problem areas
in education.

The educational problem areas ranked in the first five

positions of importance by the majority of First Development District
school board members were as follows:
(1)

Reading and Literacy was ranked first in importance by 86.03

percent of the respondents.
(2)

School and Community Relations

tance by 67.12 percent of the respondents.

®See pp. 42-56.

wob

ranked second in impor
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(3)

Educational Financing and Equality of Educational Oppor

tunities was ranked third in Importance by 63.01 percent of the
respondents.
(4)

Local Control of Education was ranked fourth In Importance

by 58.90 percent of the respondents.
(5)

Education for the World of Work was ranked fifth In

Importance by 53,42 percent of the respondents.
The educational problem areas ranked In the last five positions
of Importance by the majority of First Development District school board
members were as follows:
(1)

Collective Bargaining was ranked sixth in importance by

50.68 percent of the respondents.
(2)

Teacher Performance and Evaluation was ranked seventh in

importance by 52.05 percent of the respondents.
(3)

Discipline and the Constitutional Rights of Students was

ranked eighth in importance by 68.86 percent of the respondents.
(4)

Accountability and Assessment was ranked ninth in impor

tance by 69.86 percent of the respondents.
(5)

Individualization of Instruction was ranked tenth in impor

tance by 89.04 percent of the respondents.

Findings concerning the relationships between the selected per
sonal characteristics of First Tennessee Development District school
board members and the rankings of the selected problem areas in education.
Six statistically significant relationships were found to exist between
the personal characteristics of First District school board members and
the school board members’ rankings of the selected problem areas in
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education.

Ihe relationships were significant at the .05 level of

confidence in the following instances:
(1)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of age and the problem area of
Education for the World of Work.

School board members fifty-one years

of age and over tended to rank Education for the World of Work as a
problem area of lower importance than did other board member age groups.
(2)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of number of years of residence in
the school district and the problem area of Collective Bargaining.
School board members who had resided in their respective districts for
eleven through twenty years tended to rank Collective Bargaining as a
problem area of high importance.
(3)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of number of years of residence in
the school district and the problem area of Teacher Performance and
Evaluation,

School board members residing in their respective school

districts eleven through twenty years tended to rank Teacher Performance
and Evaluation as a problem area of low importance,
(4)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of number of years of residence in
the school district and the problem area of Education for the World of
Work.

School board members who had resided in their respective districts

for eleven through twenty years tended to rank Education for the World of
Work as a problem area of high importance.
(5)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of number of years of residence in
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the school district and the problem area of Individualization of
Instruction.

No school board members in the five through ten year resi

dence category ranked Individualization of Instruction as an area of
high importance, and only one board member in the eleven through twenty
year residence category ranked Individualization of Instruction as being
of high importance.
(6)

A statistically significant relationship was found to exist

between the personal characteristic of children enrolled in public elemen
tary or secondary schools and the problem area of Education for the
World of Work.

School board members having children enrolled in the

public schools tended to rank Education for the World of Work as a prob
lem area of high importance.
No statistically significant relationships at the .05 level of
confidence were found between educational problem areas and the personal
characteristics of years of formal education, gross annual family income,
occupation, number of years served as a school board member, method of
selection as a school board member, and political preference.^

Conclusions

It should be emphasized that the relationships discovered in
this study apply only to the school board members who comprised the
sample*

_

,

Based upon the findings of the study, the following conclusions
are warranted.

10See pp. 64-87.
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1.

The level of gross annual Income did not seem to be related

to the beliefs and attitudes of the board members concerning the rankings of the selected educational problem areas.

Earlier studies by

researchers reported a direct relationship between this characteristic
and the individual board member's response.
2.

The individual board member's level of formal education and

his length of service on the board of education did not seem to be
related to perceptions of the Importance of the selected educational
problem areas.

Earlier researchers had reported a direct relationship

between this personal characteristic and board members' responses.
3.

This study coincided with earlier studies in finding a direct

relationship between a board member’s perceptions of the importance of
certain educational problems and the fact that he had children enrolled
in the public schools.
4.

School board members of varying ages did not react differently

to a significant extent to importance of the selected problem areas.
5.

The characteristic of number of years of residence in the

school district proved to be the most significant personal characteristic
included in the study.

Four of the six statistically significant relation*

ships related to this characteristic.
6.

The data collected indicates that the typical First Develop

ment District school board member is a white male, over forty years of
age, who is married with children enrolled in the public schools.

He

has lived in his school district eleven or more years and has served on
his school board, through election by public vote, four or more years.
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He Is either a college graduate or has attended college and Is employed
in a professional or managerial occupation.
7.

Although statistical significant relationships at the .05

level of confidence were found between certain personal characteristics
of First Development District school board members and the relative
Importance those board members assigned to selected educational problem
areas, the composite rankings of the problem areas could not be predicted
on the basis of the personal characteristics of the board members who
ranked them.

Recommenda tions

Rankings of the educational problem areas by First Development
District school board members indicated a great concern for problems of
immediate state-wide concern such as reading and literacy, school and
community relations, and education for the world of work.

Abstract

problems of greater national significance such as local control of
education and educational financing were also of high importance to
First District board members.

Hie problem areas dealing with student

discipline, accountability and assessment, and individualization of
instruction were ranked very low in importance, indicating a possi
bility of additional research involving different sample populations.
Further investigation should compare the importance of the edu
cational problem areas as ranked by the school board members against the
rankings by parents of children in school, the members of the community
at large, and/or the membership of the educational funding agency of a
given school system.

High interest and concern of these groups about
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the areas of collective bargaining, student discipline, and educational
trends such as the individualization of instruction, should prompt board
members to re-examine their perceptions of their responsibilities in
meeting the needs of the people they serve.
This study dealt with a relatively small number of school board
members in Tennessee.

Additional research should Include a larger

population in order to determine the perceptions of minority groups of
board members - blacks and women.

A larger sample population would also

be imperative in determining variations of perceptions in the importance
of the educational problem areas between board members representing large
and small school districts and rural and urban school districts.
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THE PIRST DIVIUU'HLKT DISTRICT Of TENNESSEE
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Directional

PI* 1 1 a couplet* th* follovlnR Itana hy chirk In* t(i* c m applicable taipona* or antvarlnt the
propoied atatment.
2.

1. Sea

Occupation (Pteaae L!*t)

( ) 1.Hat*
()

I, Venal*

1. Race
t}

1. W.lt*

f)

I. Hack

t, Huaber ol Year* You Have Era Idad In the Freatnt
School Dlatrlct
(1

( ) 1. Oriental
( ) a, Otti.r
1.

()
(}

I,11-40 Teata
]. 41-50 Ya.tr*

( 1 4, 51-CO Year*
( ) 5. fil nr Hate Yaarn

2. 1-10 Yalta

( 1

1. 11-11 Yeara
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4. It-JD Yeara

( ) St Korc Than
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It lean Than 5 Year*
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10.

20

Year*

Total Hunber of Yrer* Served aa a School Board
Kiebtr Includlm the Preacnt Year

Salectlon aa e loord Mcnber
( } 1.Election bp lYihttc Vote

4, Marital Statu*
()
()
()

I, Karr lad
it Slittle
1.Divorced

()

4. Wldwad

5.' Tiara of Pornal Education
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1.Lana Than 12 Toara

()
()

2-Mlth School Graduate or Equivalent
I. Two Yeara of College or Equivalent

( > 4i Coll*|a Graduate (4 Yeara)
{ ) jt Soa« Poatiraduat* Work
()
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(. Haatar'a Dear**
It Doctoral Delta*

I, Groaa Annual Fanlip 1senate (Total Incoa* of All
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lit Ara Your Children Presently Enrolled In tha
Public Elcventary nr Secondary SchooliT
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( ) ].No School Ay* Children
( ) 4.No Children
12. Political Preference
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1.Democrat
ItRepublican
ItIndependent
4,No Prafarenco
ItOther
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( ) ItOther

113

qUlniOHMMU Few

IjOCAI. 5CIIOOL

boam k o h c m

IN IK* FI1ST DEVELOl MUtT DtmtlCt OF TENNESSEE
Part II

Directional

Flam* rank the following educational probleu arean with retard in thalr inportante, Rank Inc ahould
bi on a I-10 baa la with eurtber ona (t) Mat (npnrtnnt and iwabtt tan <10) laaat laportant.

Rafere to

l£E5
Collactlva ban* Inine

Frofrualoiial nrtnt latInin, collactlva naiotlatlona, taachar
■llltancy, atrll**, aanrtlonn, collective harcalnlnp., and other
relationship* between taachar nrftanlrat leni* and achool hoarda.

lahoul and eoamunlty relation*

School personnel and their Interaction* with the cruwawnlty
Including the crrdlhlllty nf personnel, public relational
publication*, school nrwHi telutlouahlpa ulth pnrcnla of pupll*i
critic I>.** nf prncrn*i and peraunnol, and emunlty Involvenent
In dec IaIon uahlnR euch oa effort* to Involve parent* and ettlten*
In Lite clarification and fnnulatfon of polletcn, koala, and
object Iveil■

Taachar p o rfo ro a n re a n t e v a lu a tio n

The ecrmintnliilfty or evaluation nf taachar* baaed upon atudcnt
output, student achievement, nr atudcnt rcaulta.

Heading and I H a rn e y

ttadInti «* related to one of the national too Ia Including concern*
aurh n* the rtRht to rrud, that alt American* aliall be lllarate,
and nlnn nn rrluird to Instructional dtclalona much aa the approprlaiam*,* uni relevance of reading progra** and natarlala,

education for the world of wmk

Fror,r«*s In vocational education, career education, and adult
Job oduretlnn.

Educational financing and equality nt
educational opportunities

Local flmnrr, dlaparltlea In lht> wealth ami spending eoonl achool
dlvlalnm, IncnI and ntato eflori* to generate additional fund* tn
aqua 11tn npendlnr, aoonA achool ayetew*, Inadequate elate aid, and
effort* |n reform nt.lli foundation plan* lor tha dletrlbutlon of
Iunde nuonK achool Hyatts*I budgeting, tea atructure, and rising
coat ol rducatlun,

Accountability and aeaeanaant

Efforta to determine the coat* and ranulta of Individual program*
and component*, efforta of achool board* to account lor retulta
at*Inal elated objective* and guaranteeing rcaulta tor a apaclfled
coat.

Discipline and tl>a conatltutlonal
ClShta of atudanta

Student unrrat, atudcnt protest, corporal punishment, *u*p*n*lona
and c*|uil*lonn, due proceaa, pupil publication*, pupil attira, and
pupil appearance,

Local control of education

Tha control of pul.1c education by local boarda of education *a
oppoecd to other court** of control,

IndividualI tatIon of 1netruction

CoBputer-aastated Inatruction, Indlvldually-ptaacrtbad Initructlon,
Indtvldua11y-gutriad aducatlon, contlnuoua pro|reaa, contract
learning, computer-managed instruction, Inquiry lrarnlnl, multl■rada placeoant, aalf-pacad laamtnl, indtpendtnt (tody, diceovary
oathod, and exploration aathod.

APPENDIX B

Listing of Major Problem Areas

114

115

Definition*

T*m

lufar* to

I. Collective bargaining

rrofaaatoaal ticgetlatlana, eollactlao negotiationa, toaehor
alHtaacy, atrlk**, (ancttona, collactl** bargaining, and othor
ralattoaahtpa batvaan taathor orgaaltatlon* and arbool boarda.

1. Racial relation*

taclal dtaagrrgatlon, racial Integration, racial dlacrlalnttion,
etall righto, elnorlty r.rnupn, bualng for racial purpo***, and
racial tanaton.

5, Ichool and conaunltp relation*

Ichool poraonnal and thalr Intoracttoo* with tb* ctmiunttp
Including tha crcadtbtlltp of paraonoal, public relation),
publication*, achool noun, ralatlonahlp* with paranta of pupil*,
crlttctaaa of program* and poraonnal, and coaaninltp Involvement
tn daclalcn waking *uch aa afforta to Involve parent* and clttcon*
In tha clartfIratton and fornulatlon of poltcloa, god a, and
ebjactlu**,

*, OrUntitloo of n w bo»rd oeeber*

Pra-xrvlca and Initial ln-aan>{et aducatlaaat program* for oaw
achool board noabara,

5. Dlacrlalnatfon egalnat famale
piot•**tonal aaplopata

Ichool poltelaa and practlcoa concerning taauaa auch a* matomttp
laaroa and equal right* for wo*ca with roapact to job aalactloa,
aalarlaa, and proootloita,

t, T**th*r parloraaoc* ood evaluation

tha accountability or evaluation of taacbara baaad upon atudant
output, atudant achtevmnnt, or atodant raiulta,

7. hiftni and literacy

leading aa ralatad to on* of tha national goal* Including concaraa
auch aa tha right to raad, that alt Americana aha11 ba lltarato,
and alao aa ralatad to tnatruetlnnal daclolao* auch a* tha appro*
prlatcaaaa and ralrranca of reading progran* and notarial*.

1. Ichool population growth or dcello*

ProblM of athnot population growth and daellna Including now
conatructlon, building progra**, bond rofarcada.

9, Conatructloa and tuontloi et
butIdleft

factor* in waking daclolona aa to whatbar or,not to build oaw
atructuraa or to renovate old atructuroa,

10. Iducatlonal rotor*

Taar-rouad achool*, currlculu* revlaloo, Insoration*, opoa (pat*
ichool*, alternative achoola, vauchar plaaa, contlnuoua learning
plana, differentiated atafflng, flexible atbadulaa, and othar
atatlar attcopta to chang* or altar tha adwcatlooal protraoa aad
procaaaaa,

11. Han't ralatlonahlp to hi* envlronnant

Kavlrorimentil prograaa which Include tb* atudy of aubjacta auch
aa ecology, pollution, conaervatloa, and aorfronoantal (donee.

11, tducacloo tar tha world of work

Progran* in Vocational education, career education, and adult
Job education.

11, Comaunttp aducatton

Ilelng tha total casualty a* a learning ertvlroraeat and utlllclng
the people of the cf j n lty aa laamtng reaourcca,

U,

Tha need far apecial education ptograaa, Identifying pupil* with
anceptlonalltlea, and aacurlng the financial auppert uoeeaaary
for apectal education prograaa.

tpaclal education aarvtca* and progra**

15, Mutational financing and equality of
adwcatlooal opportunltlaa

Local finance, diaperItlea In tha wealth and (pending aaong achool
dlvlalona, local aad atate afforta to ganarato additional funda to
afuallie apendlng among achool apatama, Inadequate atatn aid, and
effort* to refers atato foundation plan* for tha dlatrlbatlon of
fund* aaong achool a/(tana| budgeting, tan atructure, and rlalng
coat of education.
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Tan*

Metera to

16, light* at teacher*

Tot It leal act lei tit* of prof tea lonal paraonna], fraadou of apoactii
Bttcopta to control or H a l t I rather behavior In tha claaarooa,
el I arte tn regulate the drraa nr per anna I appearance of profeoalonal
copleyi-ta, teacher tenure, due prncra* for taachrru, and dtialaaal
of taarhera.

IT, Accountability *rvt *i*e**ii*nt

Ifforto to deteolna the coota and raaulta of individual prograaa
and cnaponcnta, alfnrtn of achnot Loarda to account for raaulta
agaltwit elated oh|rrtlve* and guMnnteelag raaulta for a apaciftad
mat.

II, Hiiur rotation*, hunannaaa, and
lutarperaooal relatione

Dnd*ratending tha onod of pupil*, learning to control prejudIce,
Influencing nttltudra and behavior of other*, rollcvlni taoalona
within the achool, and alluliHttng the authoritarian atwoapher*
of the athool,

19. Dlaclpllna and tha conetItutloaal
tilMi of atudant*

■tudant unreal, aludent protaat, corpora I punlahaeat, auapaoalona
and eipulaloea, d u e procaaa, pupil rubllcatlana, pupil attlro, and
pupil appaaranca.

ID,

Vandallan and violence tn tha achaola

Beat ruction of achool property, puptl throat* to pupil* and teachara,
pupil fight*, puptl and parent attack* upon pupil* and toachara, and
parental thraata and confrontation* wi t h achool paraoonol.

II,

Drug abuaa In tha achonla and
comuntty

Educational prograo* concaruing tha u a * and ahuaa of drug*, tha
aad leal and legal laptlcatlona of drug abuaa, aad tha u a a of drug*
tn tha achool and c o m m t t y .

II,

I n education

Teaching about anatooy, phyalology, reproduction, vaaarnal dlaaaaea,
dating, narrlaga and tha fealty, actuality, a u l a n and tha Influeaca
of tha aoclal e n v l r o m n t u p o n o al * and lonal* aaxual davalopnent.

11.

taploywrnt of black prattea tonal
paraoonol

Finding, training, eaploylng. prcawitlng, and retaining black
profeaalonal paraonnal,

It, Local control of education

T b * control of public education by local boarda of education aa
oppoaed to other anurcea of central,

11. Federal aid to education

Toderet prograo*, leva, and atrurturo a* they affect public
education.

16. Maw tducatlonal technology

Haw educational technology, Innovation, and chance In education.
Including data procraatng, oduretlonal talevfalon, teaching Machine*,
programed oaterlala, coapwterlred lnatrvctlon, audlo-vtauat oatarlaja,
language labnratorlra, new aourcea of Influence and power which the
new technology ha* foatared, cllvntr, poaalblltttea, and auggaatlon*
for Innovation and change, and war of tha new technology.

IT. Staff devalopweot and teacher
aducation

P r o g r a m dealgnrd to loprova currlculraa aod Inatructloa through
lovolvenant of teaching paraonnal in act 1* 11la* auch aa field
experience*, akllla development, alaulatlon, cooaultaot coo tract leg,
via ItatIon, and unlvaratty*public achool relation*.

II,

Eaploration of and luplaaantatleo of prograau of In* truetIon auth aa
dropout cantara, o p en caapu* achool*,
lioraater a c h a d u U t g , athool*
without caopuaaa, aervlc* cantar*, year-round aehoola, nlnl-couraa
achool*, and coaauntty loarulog cental!.

Iducatlonal alternative!

19, lodtvldualliatton of Inatructloa

Conput*r>a*alat*d inatructloa, lodlvldually-proacrlbod lmatnictlen,
Individually-guldad oducatloa, contlnuau* prograaa, contract learning,
c m p u t a r H M n a g a d lnatrvctlon. Inquiry l o a n i n g , aultl-grada p l a c M o t ,
a* If-paced l o a n i n g , Independent atudy, dleeovery awthod, aad oxplorntlon nathod,

10, laportlot pupil pro|real

far act-teacher conference*, lattxr-grad* a y a t m a , paia-fail a y t i m a ,
ceapeteacy/prefleltney eaaalnatlaaa, attain* perceataga grading,
cbockliate, c o l t e r reporting of akllla aod concept* nattered, and
crltarloo-rafarancad toattng.

117

11,

r»rl/ childhoodtJuctlltn

llaad Sturt pfojrtan*, tirlf tlilMlmoJ >dlr*i*tat rn t,(>,i 4*7
cur* i>n<r.r*""t pic'landtiui »V 111 dr*rlo|n*cnt rregrau, aarlgr
•duration |il«i arvl •trueturn iirmrnM, nutritional and •dura
tional ciparlanca proatana, and Hmc Start prop.raaia.

32*

Kupan.ioa and dtvaraltp al
currltulua

Brut •duration, tauchtnjt about drath, caraor adoration, rnvlrun■aotal education, rrliftton In tha turrlculua, alcohol adoration,
and vocational-tachnlral education.

3).

Oth.r t.pica aaIdanttllad bp
atiparlDtaodanta

APPENDIX C

Letter to Superintendents Requesting Problem Selection
Summary of Superintendents' Selections
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GEORGE CLEM ADMINISTRATIVE CENTER

G R E E N E V IL LE C IT Y SCHOOLS

TELEPHONE M M I J B

FOIT OFFICE SOX 10

BOARD DF EDUCATION
DR. HA L HENARD

GREENEVILLE,TENNESSEE 37743

ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF
OR. ROBERT L M cC LR A T H

kMMttlBMlT

M R .O A V ID M . LOVE

M R .R AV AO AM S

mrV. 9*EAP|T|RMI
MR. HAROLD E. CARTER
MRS. BONNIE WILLIAMS

December 5, 1977

Dr,
Hr.
Hr.
Hr.
Hr.
Hr.
Dr.
Hr.
Hr,
Hr.
Hr.
Hr.
Dr.
Hr,

Jim Thomas, Superintendent, Bristol City School System
Paul Nelson, Superintendent, Sullivan County School System
Terrell Ponder, Superintendent, Johnson City School System
Sam Humphreys, Superintendent, Washington County School System
Hoyle Bingham, Superintendent, Ellcabethton City School System
Joe Treadway, Superintendent, Carter County School System
Robert L. KcElrath, Superintendent, Greencville City School System
Howard HcNeese, Superintendent, Greene County School System
Ben C u n n i n g h a m , Superintendent, Rogersville City School System
Ralph Anderson, Superintendent, Hawkins County School System
Claude Hlllsaps, Superintendent, Johnnon County School System
John Keeaecker, Superintendent, Unicoi County School System
Ralph Evans, Superintendent, Kingsport City School System
Dwight Snodgrass, Superintendent, Hancock County School System

In regard to our telephone conversation of thia morning, I am enclosing
the list of educational problem areas from which you ere to select the
ten (10) you feel are most Important. No prioritisation is necessary.
A separate response sheet is enclosed for your convenience, PlEiaee circle
the number of the areas you select and return the sheet In the attached
postage-paid envelope.
Once all superintendent selections ere finalised, 1 will contact you
regarding distribution of the finished questionnaire designed for your
Bchool board mcmbara.
I sincerely appreciate your help and consideration on my behalf and I
look forward to seeing you In the near future.
Best regards.

Jerry F. Hard
Assistant Superintendent
J F H /p b m

Enclosures
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finrr

Directional Circle tha n t i r ol tan (10) (ducal law) areas you tooaldar mat Important. Ha prioritlistIan
is nocassaiy.
1. Collactlrt bsrfalhlni
1. Racial rotations
3.

Ichool and CHOuiltf ralatlona

4. 0floatation of now board nsabars
3. Discrimination aialnat (wall professional anployao*
(. Taachar parforaanca and evaluation
*7. Roadtut aad literacy
1. Ichool papulation growth or docile*
9. Construction and ranoratlon of hulldlnia
10, Educational ratora
11. Kan's relationship to hla anrlreiMnt
11. Education for tha world of work
13. C o m a ity oducntlon
14. ■poclsl oducntlon aan lea* and protriM
13. Iducatlonal financial sod equality of educational opportunities
It. Rllhts of taachar*
IT. Accountability aad assoaanant
10.

Oman ralatlona, hunaonaaa, and lntarparaanal ralatlona

1). Dlaclpllna and tha constitutional rl|htl of studaata
30.

Vandalise and vlolanca in tha schools

11. Dru| ahusa In tbo schools aod coaaunlty
11. lea education
11.

Euployoaat of hlack profoaslonal pot*(moat

14. Local coatrol of oducation
13. Fadaral aid to oducatlon
14, Haw educational technology
IT. ■taff dovalopnaat and taachar oducatlon
10. Educatlonil altoraatlrso
It. Iodlrtdualliatlon of instruction
30. Roportlnt pupil proiraas
31. Early childhood oducatlon
31. Rapanaton and dlvaralty of curricula
31. Otbsr topic* aa ldastlftad hy supsTlntondsntn (plsaao list and dalIns)

m

wii

I

X

K

X

I

EC
If

X

9
t
1

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

DC
X

X

•

I

X

E

X

•

X

K
n

X

X

X

*E

*

X
X

X

1C

X

X

X

X

ft
X

4

tc
tz
EC

X

t
X

C

L

X

C

X

i

X

c

X

ET

X

*

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

E

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

n
r t

CT
X

It

Of

X
X

X

X

X

X

L

X

X

X

£

X

It

X
X

It
«

X

X

•t

tl

X

X

E

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

oc

X

X

i

EX

X

X

E

*

X

X

X

TZ

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

t

X

•

X

X

X

X

t
X

•

f
X

01

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

9

X

t

0
•

m u

c
X

X

*1

ci

El

X

X

n

ot

X
*

a

n u u

X

L

9

c

»

c

uatcoiximni

KTinamwncuM u

XZl

X

s u m s x n s io m i s a c

z

X

t

I

v m wnwu

APPENDIX D

Cover Letter from State School Board Member
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CEORQf CUUADUINlStftATlVI CUttM
DOARO OF EDUCATION

G R E E N E V IL LE C IT Y SCHOOLS
ro jT o m c t- nox 30
GflEENEVILLt, TLNNCSSEE 37743

TtUPHONtCUtlU
ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

OR* HALHCNAHO

OR, R O S IR 1 I McELHATH

MX*DAVID M. IOVI

O R .R fN A HANKfN*»

WRTKIN HOOD. JR.

MR.JIRUTI.WARD
4)11 U f t M M I l M N R I

Mfl.DONIftlt
iimiMT
MR* RAY ADAMS

MRS. ANNOFtAOfORD

utiMnn

timhm11 i*r

ttkt Hfl IMI*** NO

M H S .tlO H A fe U lU N

*t#v<*
lu*y m

C«f ITI***)

U R .I I A R O If it CARTER
n» V M H M I K I
M RS.0ONNII W ILLIAMS

|**f*

All School Board Members
First Tennessee Development District
Dear Fellow School Board Member:
1 hope that you will take a few minutes to supply the Information requested
on the attached questionnaire. The dntn you supply will he used in a
doctoral research project which attempts to determine the relationship
between certain personal characteristics of board members anil their perception
of the Importance of educational problem areas.
This research Is being done by Hr. Jerry F. Hard, whnm many of you know throuoh
his viork os Assistant Superintendent of the breenevil le f.ily Schools, lie has
assured me that the Information you supply will he analyzed in a way so that
neither individuals nor school systems will be identified. I he 11 eve the study
could be helpful to superintendents and hoard members throughout our area, and
to other boards across Tennessee who choose to review the finished study.
Thank you very much for your help.
S in c e r e ly y o u rs ,

II. Hal llcnard
Member, Tennessee State School Goard
111111/Is

APPENDIX E

Cover Letter by Researcher
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All School Board Members
First Tennessee Development District
Dear School Board Member:
1 am currently attempting to secure final research data for my doctoral
dissertation. My study deals with the relationship between certain personal
characteristics of school board members and their perceptions of the Importance
of ten selected educational Issues.
The enclosed two-part questionnaire 1s designed to collect Information from
board members of the First Tennessee Development District. Part I of the
questionnaire Is designed to tell me "who board members arc" In terms of
personal data. Part II Is designed to tell me how board members rank In
importance ten educational problem areas.
These ten problem areas have been selected by the fourteen superintendents of
the District after reviewing a listing nf thirty-three Issues noted as prominent
over the past few years. The task of board members Is to now rank these
educational Issues 1n order of Importance. Ranking should be on a 1-10 basis
with number one most Important and number ten least Important. I assure you
that the data you supply will be used In such a way that neither Individuals
nor school systems will be Identified.
When you have completed your questionnaire, please fold It and place It In the
enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope, I realize there are many demands
made upon your time as a board member, and I wish to thank you very much for
your help.

Jerry F. Hard
Doctoral Student
JFW/ls
Enclosures

APPENDIX F

SPSS RPG Program for Chi Square
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The writer was born In Etowah County, Alabama on January 30, 1938,
he attended the elementary and secondary schools

of Gadsden, Alabama, and

was graduated from Gadsden High School in 1956.

He received a Bachelor

of Arts degree from King College In 1960, and received a Master of Arts
degree from East Tennessee State University in 1965.
He was employed by the Greenevllle City School: System in 1964
and served as assistant principal of Greenevllle Junior High School for
three years and principal of that school for two years.

He has served

as Assistant Superintendent of the Greenevllle City School System for
eight years.

He is a member of many local, regional, state and national

professional organizations, and has held various positions of leadership.
He is active in civic and church organizations.
The writer is married to the former Carolyn
Chattanooga, Tennessee.

Ann Lansford of

They have three children, David, Timothy, and

Jeffrey.
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